LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 


East of the Rockies 

I just finished reading William F. Jasper's article, "Federal Abuse West of the Rockies," 
in the May Ist issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. Federal abuse also happens east of the Rockies. 
In central Minnesota, there are two incidents which, I believe, constitute federal abuse, both by 
the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). 

In the first, a hunter in a hunting party shot an albino deer. He did not have a doe permit 
in his possession, but others in the party did. He was mistreated by the agents. His deer was 
confiscated. 

He was hunting with his father, and his father wanted to go and get the other hunters in 
the party. He was not allowed to do so. The last I heard, the case had not yet been resolved in the 
courts. (I might add that it appeared that the agents had also been stalking this particular deer, 
and that a hide from an albino deer could be quite valuable.) 

In the second incident, a hunter was contacted before bear season opened, and offered a 
sum of money for the gall bladder of the bear if his hunt was successful. He was contacted 
numerous times, until he agreed to sell the gall bladder. After the hunt, he received another call, 
and agreed to take the gall bladder to them for $300. He met the people, who gave him $125, 
then promptly arrested him. They were DNR agents. 

In my mind this constitutes entrapment, as it was the DNR that reportedly called and 
asked for the gall bladder. The hunter did not offer at any time to sell it. 

Federal abuse occurs east of the Rockies also. 

ALETA EDIN 
Burtrum, Minnesota 
Running out of Targets? 

Thanks to William Norman Grigg for his excellent article "The Price of Respectability" 
in the May I st issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. 

Is the ADL running out of targets for its venom and its accusations? One would certainly 
think so, after reading their paranoid publication on the "Religious Right." I have read it, and 
find it interesting that the roll-call of whipping boys, from Pat Robertson to Donald Wildmon 
and from Focus on the Family to the John Birch Society, finds nearly all of them having one 
thing in common -- and it isn't so-called "anti-Semitism." 

No, the people and organizations which Foxman and Co. continue to malign include 
those that are standing for a righteous, Godly society. They are the fighters -- waging war against 
the enemies of aborticide, homosexuality, humanism in our schools, and evil and treason in high 
places. Are these the people who are supposedly a "menace" to our nation? And does the ADL 
believe that a Godly America is dangerous? 

RICHARD T. DARCY JR. 
Rockport, Massachusetts 
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"I Might Have Known" 

I was dejected when I began reading William Norman Grigg's "A Great Big Global Hug" 
in the May Ist issue. It made me sad that Salt Lake City, the home of the LDS Church, hosted a 
UN conference dedicated not only to global government, but to the disintegration of the family 
unit as members of our church recognize it. 

Then I saw on page five a bad dream from the past. Low and behold, whose face was 
staring at me? Why it was none other than a former college professor that I had for a history 
class at Brigham Young University -- Mike Stewart! As I read on and found out that Stewart was 
the "coordinator" of the leftist conference, I said to myself, "I might have known!" This is the 
same liberal BYU professor who assailed George Wallace, classified any student who believed 
in constitutional principles a right-wing "fascist," attacked the McGuffey Readers as "Mother 
Goose" stories, and vilified the off-campus work of Cleon Skousen and the Freeman Institute, 
because Dr. Skousen was teaching the principles of the Constitution in the tradition of the 
Founders. 

Unfortunately there are other members of the LDS Church, both in academia and in 
government, who are either knowledgeable enemies of this nation or unwitting dupes of the 
Insiders. Fortunately, 99 percent of the LDS members are good Christians, are patriotic, and love 
America and the Constitution. 

Articles such as this one may frustrate people in specific groups. However, every group 
needs to realize that all groups may have "wolves among the flock" who need to be exposed for 
their cupidity and sedition. 

DICK POPOVICH 
Sparks, Nevada 


FRONT PAGE Battling Terrorism With 
Tyranny 


William F. Jasper 

1968: Exploiting the assassinations of Martin Luther King and Senator Robert Kennedy, 
a media-led campaign provided irresistible pressure on Congress to pass President Lyndon 
Johnson's "Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act." Among other things, the massive bill 
banned the mail-order sale of handguns and established the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA), which began nationalizing law enforcement with federal grants to state 
and local governments. 

1989: Paroled felon Patrick Purdy gunned down five children in a Stockton, California 
schoolyard, furnishing all the grist needed for the media to orchestrate a continuous clamor for 
a ban on "assault weapons." A state ban was enacted in California and in 1993 a federal ban on 
designated "assault weapons" was passed. 

1994: Following a year-long media blitz heralding a national "crisis" of crime and 
violence, Congress was stampeded into passing the Omnibus Crime Bill effectively federalizing a 
multitude of crimes and law enforcement activities previously reserved to the jurisdiction of the 
States. 


Unfortunately, these are only a few examples of political "opportunity" and preparation 
converging to effect immense accretions of federal power and a further erosion of the checks and 
balances that are essential to limited constitutional government. Wars, crises, tragedies, and 
infamous criminal acts have ever been useful handmaids to ambitious and amoral politicians. It 
was this age-old phenomenon of usurpation-through-crises that James Madison was referring to 
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when he warned in 1795 against those who would use "the old trick of turning every contingency 
into a resource for accumulating force in the government." 

Two hundred years later that "old trick" is being played with a vengeance for a massive 
accumulation of force in the federal government. The contingency at hand, of course, is the 
fearful prospect of future terrorist acts like the murderous April 19th attack on Oklahoma City. 
On May 3rd President Clinton sent to Congress, for its "immediate consideration and 
enactment," the Anti-terrorism Amendments Act of 1995. "This comprehensive act, together 
with the Omnibus Counterterrorism Act of 1995," said the President, "are critically important 
components of my Administration's effort to combat domestic and international terrorism." 

Constitutional Concern 

The President declared that the bill would "provide an effective and comprehensive 
response to the threat of terrorism, while also protecting our precious civil liberties." To those 
"civil libertarians" not totally convinced by the President's pledge, White House deputy chief of 
staff Harold Ickes offered additional assurance: "This President is well familiar with the 
Constitution. He has taught constitutional law and he is very concerned that whatever is 
submitted conform to the Constitution." Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole, House Speaker Newt 
Gingrich, and other members of Congress assure us that they too are determined to balance our 
security needs with constitutional protections against an intrusive and tyrannical Big Brother. 
But after meeting with the President, both Dole and Gingrich expressed a desire for bipartisan 
"cooperation" on the bill and a hope that it would be quickly enacted before Congress adjourns 
for Memorial Day. 

Constitutional alarm bells should be ringing wildly. All the repeated assurances 
notwithstanding, the 111-page Omnibus Counterterrorism Act (S. 390 in the Senate and H.R. 
896 in the House) and the 18-page Anti-terrorism Amendments Act offer plenty of reasons for 
concern. For starters, they would: 

¢ Federalize a host of crimes now properly restricted to state jurisdiction. 

¢ Strike a dangerous breach in our posse comitatus law which prohibits the use of the 
military in law enforcement. 

* Grant vast discretionary power to the President to apply the "terrorist" label to 
organizations and, thereby, subject the members and associates of those groups to federal 
prosecution. 

* Broaden the "interstate commerce" clause to establish federal authority over virtually 
everybody and everything that moves. 

* Permit law enforcement agencies much greater access to private financial and credit 
reports. 

¢ Allow much wider use of wiretaps. 

How We Got Here 
Before spending any more time critiquing the proposed federal "solutions" arid 
prescribing some of our own, we would do well to review how it is that we arrived at our current 
deplorable state of vulnerability. Without thoughtful regard to the policies and actions of the past 
that are responsible for our current predicament we risk making matters even worse with 
misguided and dangerous legislation. 

A realistic approach to dealing with the threat of terrorism must begin with the 
acknowledgment that it is impossible to guard against every conceivable terrorist act by every 
deranged group with an ideological, ethnic, sectarian, or irredentist axe to grind. Erecting a 
garrison state complete with metal detectors and bomb barriers for every public building, armed 
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troops in our streets, and a vast federal gestapo is neither a feasible nor a desirable response. 

On the other hand, the position espoused by leading opponents of stepped-up internal 
security -- that present law enforcement and intelligence tools and resources are perfectly 
adequate and that all proposals to combat terrorism are veiled threats against "civil liberties" -- is 
equally untenable. 

It seems that we are hopelessly caught between the Scylla of the police state and the 
Charybdis of complete vulnerability and anarchy. Is there no safe and reasonable path between 
these extremes? Of course there is, but a great deal of effort is being made to obscure that path. 

What far too few Americans appreciate is that until fairly recently we were the 
beneficiaries of multiple layers of efficient law enforcement and internal security mechanisms 
that not only provided our society with reasonable protection against terrorism, espionage, 
subversion, and revolution by foreign and domestic enemies, but against oppression by an 
all-powerful central government as well. Much of that multi-layered protection is now gone, 
destroyed or greatly weakened by a vast and insidious long-range, multi-pronged campaign. The 
story of that subversive crusade is a fascinating and tragic saga the understanding of which is 
crucial to any hope of solving our current terrorism dilemma. 

Launched by the Communist Party and its allies in the 1920s, this perfidious campaign 
grew steadily in the 1930s, '40s, and '50s, and escalated to a fever pitch in the 1960s and '70s. 
Targeted for destruction or neutralization were all of our nation's front-line law enforcement and 
intelligence-gathering agencies and institutions: the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, congressional investigative 
committees, and the domestic intelligence divisions of the military services and municipal police 
departments. 

In 1920, the official journal of the Communist Labor Party of America, Communist 
Labor, stated: "The National Executive Committee of the Communist Labor Party advises all its 
members, whatever nationality, to oppose deportation with all means at their command .... It is 
the duty of everyone to get out on bail as quickly as he can and then to remain as long as he can 
in the ranks of the Communist Labor Party as an active worker to hasten the triumph of 
Communism in the United States." 

At the time those instructions were given, the Communist Party in the U.S. was heavily 
dependent upon Moscow's foreign agents for leadership at all levels. it would remain so for 
many decades. Lenin -- and Stalin after him -- kept a steady stream of revolutionaries flowing 
into America, usually with false names and forged papers. Many of these were discovered, 
arrested, and deported. 

In 1922, the Communist International (Comintern) formed the International Red Aid, a 
worldwide apparatus with tentacles in over 50 countries, for the purpose of protecting its agents 
from deportation and battering down national immigration controls. The American section of the 
apparatus was known as the International Labor Defense, and, later, as the American Committee 
for the Protection of the Foreign Born (ACPFB). By June 25, 1942, after hearing numerous 
witnesses -- including those like Humberto Galleani who had been members or officials of both 
the Communist Party and the ACPFB -- the House Committee on Un-American Activities 
(HCUA) reported that there "was no doubt about the party's complete control" of the ACPFB. 

The ACPFB was joined in its efforts to thwart and undermine our immigration laws by 
the communist front National Lawyers Guild (NLG) and the communist-founded American Civil 
Liberties Union (ACLU). This unrelenting attack on our borders, our national sovereignty, and 
our national security by these radical attorneys continues to this day, and has been exposed in all 
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its lurid details by William R. Hawkins in his recent book, Importing Revolution: Open Borders 
and the Radical Agenda. 

With the help of their allies in the Establishment media cartel, this same cadre of 
revolutionary lawyers succeeded in not only hamstringing the INS and the Border Patrol, but in 
neutering or abolishing the House and Senate internal security subcommittees, the Attorney 
General's Subversives List, the Subversive Activities Control Board, the counterintelligence 
units of the Armed Forces, the investigative committees of most state legislatures, and the 
intelligence units of most state and municipal police organizations. 

Sharing "credit" with the ACLU and NLG for these "accomplishments" is a national 
network of anti-police and anti-security groups affiliated with the Institute for Policy Studies 
(IPS), a Marxist think tank tied to the Cuban DGI, the Soviet KGB, and numerous terrorist 
groups. Foremost among these is the IPS-created Center for National Security Studies (CNSS). 

Shocked to Reality 

In the aftermath of the Oklahoma City bombing, the questions have arisen again and 
again: Why didn't the FBI have any clue ahead of time about this plot? Could it have been 
prevented? Shouldn't some of these "right-wing militias" being accused of complicity in this 
crime have been investigated and infiltrated? 

In answer to these and related questions it should be noted that indeed there is a far 
greater likelihood that this plot would have been uncovered ahead of time and the terrible loss of 
life avoided had the FBI and the other layers of intelligence and law enforcement listed above 
not been severely damaged and restricted by the subversive campaign of the last few decades. 
Although there is no evidence publicly available at this point that any of the suspects in the 
Oklahoma case are, or were, involved with various militia groups, under the "Levi Guidelines" 
governing FBI activities there is little likelihood that the FBI would have been able to investigate 
any of these organizations in any case. 

Those guidelines instituted 20 years ago by former Attorney General Edward Levi (who 
had been a member of the National Lawyers Guild) represent an immense victory for the 
communists and all forces of revolution, anarchy, and lawlessness. Under the Levi restrictions, 
the FBI is not even allowed to keep files of public source documents, such as newspaper 
clippings, on violent or avowedly subversive groups unless there is evidence that they are 
committing, or are imminently about to commit, a federal crime. "Those guidelines," said former 
FBI Acting Associate Director W. Mark Felt in a 1983 interview with this magazine's 
predecessor, The Review of the News, "for all practical purposes put the FBI out of the Domestic 
Security business." 

Recalls Felt: "When I retired from the FBI in June of 1973, my recollection is that there 
were over 20,000 Domestic Security cases under investigation. In May of 1982, there were 20 
Domestic Security cases being investigated. It is accurate to say that under the current Levi 
Guidelines the FBI cannot now investigate until after the bomb goes off." 

A Vicious Attack 

Edward Levi, however, went far beyond establishing these guidelines and launched a 
vicious campaign against the FBI, indicting Acting Director of the Bureau L. Patrick Gray, 
former Chief of Counterintelligence Edward Miller, and W. Mark Felt on charges of "conspiring 
to injure and oppress citizens of the United States." Who were these injured and oppressed 
"citizens"? They were members, supporters, and associates of the Weather Underground 
Organization (WUO), an avowedly violent communist organization controlled and directed by 
the Cuban DGI and Soviet KGB. This terrorist network had been deeply involved in bombings, 
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robbery, and murder. Citing genuine national security concerns, Mark Felt had authorized 13 
surreptitious entries of suspected Weatherman hideouts during 1972-73. 

After a bitter court battle during which the trial judge retroactively applied the 1976 
guidelines to the defendants, Felt was sentenced to pay a fine of $5,000 and Miller to pay $3,000. 
Legal expenses in the Felt/Miller case, however, exceeded one million dollars. But that was not 
all. One hundred and forty FBI agents were prosecuted for their lawful efforts to apprehend the 
WUO terrorists. Understandably, this had a chilling effect on the FBI's counterintelligence 
operations. 

In testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism in 1982, FBI 
Director William Webster said, "My problem today is not unleashing the FBI. My problem is 
convincing those in the FBI that they can work up to the level of our authority. Too many people 
have been sued. Too many people have been harassed and their families and life savings tied up 
in litigation and the threat of prosecution, so that we, and others like us, run the risk that we will 
not do our full duty in order to protect ourselves." 

Many current and retired FBI agents have confirmed that the problem expressed by 
Webster more than a decade ago is still with us today. That same problem exists in many local 
police departments which have been subjected to similar harassing lawsuits by the 
ACLU-NLG-IPS-CNSS cabal. 

Bearing a major burden of responsibility for this situation are those members of Congress 
and their staffs who not only have been adamant foes of internal security, but who have been 
active supporters of the IPS and its anti-American agenda: Senators Chris Dodd, Mark Hatfield, 
Edward Kennedy, Joseph Biden, Representatives Ronald Dellums, Don Edwards, George 
Brown, Patricia Schroeder, George Miller, John Conyers, and dozens more of their colleagues 
from the Hill. 

Frightening Potential 

An understanding of the foregoing is essential to making intelligent decisions about what 
must be done. Are we going to accept wrong-headed and dangerous solutions from the very 
people who put us into our present precarious predicament? The Clinton Administration and the 
congressional offices are filled with people who have led the assault on our internal security for 
the last three decades. Clinton National Security Adviser Anthony Lake, for example, was an 
active aparatchik at the IPS, the CNSS, and the Center for International Policy. Heading the 
Center for National Security Studies’ attack on the police and intelligence communities at the 
time was Lake's comrade, Morton Halperin, who now holds a senior staff post on Clinton's 
National Security Council. 

The President's proposed legislation has frightening potential. Section 101 of the 
Omnibus Counterterrorism bill, for instance, offers a dangerous breach in the posse comitatus 
law which prohibits the use of military forces in law enforcement activities. The new law would 
permit the Attorney General, when investigating violations of section 101, to request assistance 
"from any Federal, State, or local agency, including the Army, Navy, and Air Force, any statute, 
rule, or regulation to the contrary notwithstanding." 

Americans exercising their rights guaranteed under the First Amendment to, for example, 
protest the visit of leaders from Russia, China, or Vietnam might find their legitimate actions an 
indictable offense under the law if, "in the judgment" of the Attorney General or her 
subordinates, "such offense, or any activity preparatory to its commission, transcended national 
boundaries and that the offense appears to have been intended to coerce, intimidate, or retaliate 
against a government or a civilian population, including any segment thereof." Since the visiting 
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official transcended U.S. boundaries in coming to this country, it is not difficult to see how this 
legalism might be invoked to quell dissent. 

Federal felony charges for "terrorism" may also be brought if "the offense obstructs, 
delays, or affects commerce in any way or degree or would have so obstructed, delayed, or 
affected commerce if the offense had been consummated," if "any victim, or intended victim, of 
the offense is, at the time of the offense, traveling in .... commerce," or if "any victim, intended 
victim, or offender is not a national of the United States." (Emphasis added.) Considering the 
multifarious ways in which federal officials have tortured the interstate commerce clause to 
advance every imaginable federal usurpation, the mind reels at the "opportunities" that could be 
advanced for even more oppressive abuses under such language. 

Section 102 makes it "unlawful for any person within the United States ... to directly or 
indirectly, raise, receive, or collect on behalf of, or furnish, give, transmit, transfer, or provide 
funds to or for an organization or person designated by the President" to be involved in terrorism. 
Consider the very real possibility that the Zulu-led Inkatha Freedom Party in South Africa might 
have to resort to armed force to protect itself from annihilation by Mandela's regime. It would 
assuredly be labeled "terrorist" by the UN and the Clinton Administration, and U.S. citizens 
would be prohibited from bringing Zulu Chief Buthelezi or any other Inkatha representative here, 
or providing even humanitarian aid to their cause. The same would apply to Cuban, Haitian, 
Taiwanese, Vietnamese, Croat, or Serb organizations. 

Alarming Presidential Power 

Even more alarming is the fact that this fund-raising prohibition applies to "any terrorist 
organization designated by proclamation by the President after he has found such organization to 
be detrimental to the interest of the United States." Since this clause appears in Section 202 
concerning the removal of "alien terrorists," it might be argued that it could not be taken to give 
the President authority to label as "terrorist" those domestic organizations he finds "detrimental" 
to U.S. interests. But when it comes to advancing his agenda, President Clinton has already 
shown himself willing to make even longer reaches than that. 

Consider for example his use of the RICO statute to prosecute pro-life activists and others 
who couldn't possibly be considered legitimate targets of the law under any reasonable 
interpretation. RICO, which was passed ostensibly to deal with organized crime, provides a 
frightening illustration of the means by which this new legislation could be harnessed for 
political purposes under the guise of combating terrorist groups. And since we're on the subject 
of RICO abuse, we ought to take note of the fact that Section 603 of the bill would add a couple 
dozen new expansions to the RICO arsenal, the abusive potential of which is impossible to 
evaluate at this point. 

Section 956 makes "Conspiracy to kill, kidnap, maim, or injure certain property in a 
foreign country" a terrorist offense -- which may seem reasonable until one considers that family 
members and friends of POWs in Vietnam sitting around their kitchen table and planning a 
rescue or surreptitious investigation attempt in Indochina could also be covered by the definition. 
In view of the hostility which the federal government has shown to such POW families, that is 
not stretching the application in the least. 

There are many more provisions of the Clinton package that would present cause for 
grave concern with even the best of Presidents in office. Considering the Clinton 
Administration's undisguised lust for power, its revolutionary socialist zeal to "reinvent" 
American government, its implacable hostility toward the Second Amendment, and its shameless 
exploitation of the Oklahoma tragedy for political gain, this power grab is doubly alarming. 
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As the John Birch Society noted in a recent "Action Alert" to its members urging 
opposition to the bills, the proposed legislation is "a prescription for wholesale nationalization of 
criminal law and concentration of broad discretionary powers under the President using the 
facade of fighting international terrorism." The John Birch Society, which for decades has been a 
leading advocate for restoring the House Internal Security Committee and local police 
intelligence, warned in its alert that "coming from a government which includes in its concept of 
‘navigable waters' dumping a load of clean fill into small puddles in the middle of a 600-acre 
private farm, the wording of the bills includes just about everything under the sun." 

Daniel Webster warned, "Good intentions will always be pleaded for every assumption of 
power .... It is hardly too strong to say that the Constitution was made to guard the people against 
the dangers of good intentions." We will not vouch for the intentions, good or bad, behind this 
legislation, but the plea for power should definitely put all Americans on guard. 

President Clinton, like his predecessors, has the authority to change the subversive Levi 


INSIDER REPORT 


Federalism vs. President. Perhaps reflecting a vindication of Peter Finley Dunne's jibe about 


In a decision written by Chief Justice Rehnquist, and joined by Justices O'Connor, Scalia, 
Kennedy, and Thomas, the High Court specifically rejected the government's case based on the 
interstate commerce clause -- becoming the first time in six decades such a law was overturned. 
The government tenuously supposed that gun possession leads to violence which leads to a threat 
to the national economy or, alternatively, to an unprepared national workforce -- hence meeting 
requirements for federal jurisdiction. 

Yet, to so conclude, said Rehnquist, "would bid fair to convert Congressional authority 
under the commerce clause to a general police power of the sort retained by the states." To 
accept that rationale, pointed out the Chief Justice, "Congress could regulate any activity that it 
found was related to the economic productivity of individual citizens: family law (including 
marriage, divorce, and child custody) .... " Unfortunately for the Constitution, the High Court has 
been doing just that since the middle of the New Deal and the interstate commerce clause has 
already been stretched beyond recognition. 

There was remarkably little outcry when President Clinton, declaring himself "terribly 
disappointed" in the ruling, directed the Attorney General to find ways to circumvent the 
Supreme Court's decision -- including his suggestion that Washington might hold hostage federal 
education aid unless local communities enact "school-zone gun bans." 

Just a Study Group. The Council on Foreign Relations, that exclusive private "study group" 
founded by President Woodrow Wilson's socialist adviser Edward Mandell House, claims not to 
take a position on public issues. Nonetheless, among its 3,200 members nationwide can be 
counted the leadership of the federal Executive Branch (during both Republican and Democratic 
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Administrations) over the last several decades, including 12 of the last 13 Secretaries of State, 13 
of the last 15 Secretaries of Defense, nine of the last ten directors of the CIA, four of the last five 
chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, seven of the last nine Presidents, 11 of the last 14 
Secretaries of the Treasury, and a virtual monopoly of deputy secretary and undersecretary 
positions in the State and Treasury Departments. 

One can well imagine the uproar were the National Rifle Association, with 1,000 times 
the membership of the CFR, to have such a hold on senior government positions. 

San Francisco's Friendship With Communist Vietnam. San Francisco mayor Frank Jordan 
recently shocked and insulted America's Vietnam veterans when he established a "sister city" 
relationship with Vietnam's Ho Chi Minh City (Saigon). The agreement allows Vietnam Airlines 
access to San Francisco, establishes trade offices in each city, and names San Francisco as the 
site of Vietnam's first consulate once the U.S. extends full diplomatic status to Vietnam. More 
important, Jordan's move recognizes a despotic communist regime which is responsible for the 
deaths of tens of thousands of American soldiers -- including some from San Francisco. 

According to the Washington Times, Representative Robert Dornan (R-CA) 
characterized the Vietnamese government as "a nightmare of communist tyranny equal to Cuba," 
which had "psychologically tortured thousands of American families." Dornan voiced the 
sentiments of many Americans when he proclaimed, "Someday, Vietnam will be free, the people 
will return, and this city will go back to being Saigon .... Then San Francisco will be covered in 
shame." 

According to San Francisco Business Times editor Steve Symanovich, the relationship 
between San Francisco's municipal government and the Vietnamese thugocracy is just one facet 
of the new global prominence enjoyed by the City by the Bay. Writes Symanovich, "After a 
great deal of gum-beating, the city's aspiration of becoming 'the Geneva of the Pacific Rim' 
seems plausible." This is because of the city's role in hosting the United Nations' 50th 
anniversary celebration and the Gorbachev Foundation's State of the World Forum. "If San 
Francisco wants to become the Geneva of the West, business and political leaders can begin by 
building on the global meetings taking place here this year," concludes Symanovich. 

Gorby's Big Bash, Continued. THE NEW AMERICAN recently paid a visit to the 
Gorbachev Foundation/USA, which leases a luxurious beachfront house at the Presidio military 
base. Mikhail Gorbachev's "State of the World Forum" will convene a conference this fall 
entitled "Toward a New Civilization," gathering luminaries from politics, industry, and popular 
culture for the purpose of "Revisioning Global Priorities." 

Foundation spokesman John Balbach told THE NEW AMERICAN, "We see this [the 
Conference] as a multi-year initiative .... Its purpose is to bring together a very diverse and 
thoughtful group of individuals to examine the principles we need to embrace in the 21st 
century." Balbach describes the forum as a global "Brain Trust" which will "create a consensus 
... regarding a replacement vision" for human progress. 

A preliminary draft of that "replacement vision" was offered last fall in "New Priorities 
for the World," a paper written by the erstwhile Soviet dictator himself. In addition to touching 
upon such familiar themes as global disarmament, redistribution of wealth, and the "need" for 
eco-socialist controls over human population and economic life, Gorbachev positioned himself 
as an authority on spiritual matters: "Society's moral health is the overall and all-embracing 
priority of new world politics .... The time has come when we must uphold the spiritual and 
moral foundation of the human species." 

The task of restoring our species' "spiritual and moral foundation," according to 
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Gorbachev, would require (among other things): the imposition of "strict legislative controls that 
would place barriers against the cult of violence and immorality"; "Effective government and 
public support of non-commercial kinds of art and culture in general"; and "Making the subject 
"Freedom and Morality’ a part of school curricula." Additionally, Gorbachev urges the creation of 
"non-governmental commissions of 'wise men' to consider the role of mass media...." 

Gorbachev elaborates upon this last suggestion: "The role of intellectual, scientific, 
spiritual, and religious centers of human growth is greatly increasing. In this regard, I recall 
again and again the idea I first suggested some time ago -- to set up a kind of United Nations 
Council of Elders, comprising the most highly respected scholars and public leaders .... 
"Gorbachev's September meeting could be considered the first synod of these "wise men." 

Math Tests in Spanish? The Washington Times has reported that "high-ranking officials" in 
the Education Department want congressionally mandated proficiency tests to be offered in 
Spanish in order to accommodate the country's Hispanic population. A $1 million field test was 
conducted recently to help in implementing the costly measure nationwide. 

Opponents have been lining up to criticize this measure. Kyle Rogers, government 
relations representative for the organization U.S. English, asked, "Are we going to start doing 
exit exams from high school in Spanish?... And is this not discriminatory to every other language 
in America?" Jorge Amselle, policy analyst at the Center for Equal Opportunity, noted: "If they 
ace a history test in Spanish and flunk it in English, it's not going to do them any good when they 
go to get a job." 

Ironically, just three days earlier the Washington Times published a story about the 
growing effort to make English the official language of government. Currently, 19 states 
mandate English as the language of government and another 11 have legislation pending. Four 
"English language" bills have been introduced in the U.S. Congress. 

Termite "Gas" and Global Warming. A study released earlier this year by Britain's Natural 
Environment Research Council concluded that termite flatulence creates as much as one-fifth of 
all the world's methane gas. Methane is one of the so-called "greenhouse gases" which 
environmentalists claim is causing global warming. The study determined that termites produce 
about 176 billion pounds of methane every year. 

While termites may be "bad" for the environment, they do not come close to producing as 
much methane worldwide as farm animals. It is estimated that farm animals such as cows and 
sheep produce as much as 100 million tons of methane gas. The British study concluded that 
flatulent termites are the type which live mainly in forests, rather then the ones that eat up 
houses. The chief researcher of the study assured, "We are not proposing that we should chop 
down the forests." No, of course not. It is much easier to burden industry with clean air 
regulations and to mandate that states reduce smog levels. 

Warmakers Target "Extremists." One name by which the Insiders are properly known is the 
"Warmakers." War offers the most reliable means of expanding government power and bringing 
about social revolution. Furthermore, the threat of war, particularly nuclear war, has been used 
for a half century to advance the cause of global government. It was to provide this murderous 
threat that the communist powers were created and sustained. However, now that the threat of 
communism has gone into dormancy -- temporarily, at least -- a new "global threat" has been 
designated: religious "fundamentalism," particularly of the Islamic variety. 

NATO Secretary-General Willy Claes has declared that Islamic fundamentalism is "at 
least as dangerous" as communism. In the interest of containing the Islamic "threat," House 
Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-GA) has called for "the replacement of the current regime in Iran" -- 
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the same anti-American regime which was installed with the invaluable assistance of the 
CFR-led Establishment to which Gingrich now belongs. President Clinton has since announced 
the imposition of a trade embargo against Iran, a step which prefigures future hostilities. Such is 
the fashion by which the Warmakers collect on the markers they left behind long ago. 

But the campaign against "fundamentalism" will not focus exclusively on Islam. Just 
prior to the Oklahoma City bombing, the Pentagon's Office of Special Operations and Low 
Intensity Conflict published a study entitled Terror 2000: The Future Face of Terrorism. The 
author of the Pentagon report is Marvin J. Cetron, a member of the World Future Society whose 
books include Crystal Globe: The Have and the Have-Not of the New World Order. According 
to Cetron, "Tomorrow's most dangerous terrorists will be motivated not by political ideology but 
by fierce ethnic and religious hatreds. Their goal will not be political control but utter destruction 
of their chosen enemies. Nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons are ideal for their purpose." 

If this analysis is reliable, it constitutes an argument on behalf of extricating America 
from its foreign entanglements, which implicate our country in ethnic and religious conflicts 
irrelevant to our interests. However, NATO's bellicosity toward the Islamic world illustrates that 
the Cetron report will be cited as proof that there remain monsters abroad which America must 
seek out and destroy. Furthermore, with "fundamentalists" replacing Godless communists as the 
preferred enemy, the Insiders will have a ready-made pretext for hunting monsters here at home 
as well. 

Taxing the Expatriates. The Jacobins in the Democratic Party have recently mounted a 
high-profile campaign to close a loophole in the Internal Revenue Code which allows Americans 
who renounce their citizenship to retain a sizeable amount of untaxed wealth. Senate minority 
leader Thomas Daschle (D-SD) has proposed an amendment which would close this loophole. 
The most voluble champion of this measure is Senator Ted Kennedy (D-MA), the heroic tribune 
of the poor and the scourge of unearned wealth, who denounces Americans who renounce their 
citizenship to avoid taxation as "Benedict Arnolds." 

According to Kennedy, "the renunciation of citizenship, after an individual has taken 
advantage of the American free enterprise system, and the avoidance of the responsibility to pay 
a fair share of taxes, is unacceptable." Kennedy's rhetoric, which has been echoed by other 
Democrats, parallels that used by the Jacobins against emigré aristocrats in the French 
Revolution. According to Kennedy, closing the loophole is necessary in order to restore funding 
for AmeriCorps, Goals 2000, Head Start, WIC, and other key components of the fascist domestic 
agenda of the Clintonites. 

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) has urged the Senate to examine the Daschle 
amendment carefully, not because of the constitutional issues involved, but because "these are 
matters of human rights under international law, on which we have rightly lectured others, and 
involve our solemn obligations under treaties." Moynihan specifically cited Article 12 of the UN 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which was ratified by subterfuge by a handful of senators 
in April 1992. 

Moynihan entered into the Congressional Record a legal exegesis provided by Robert F. 
Turner, an international lawyer at the Naval War College. Turner stated that "if the Congress 
elects to approve a statute that is contrary to the Covenant it will make the United States a 
lawbreaker .... If this provision is enacted into law, I believe the odds are good that future U.S. 
protests calling upon China, Iraq ... Iran, and other flagrant human rights violators to comply 
[with the Covenant] will receive in reply a reference to American 'violations' of Article 12." 

It may be that the purpose of this engineered controversy is to cultivate a constituency for 
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the UN "human rights" covenant among the wealthy expatriates who have been driven abroad by 
confiscatory tax policies. Needless to say, none of the principals in this contrived controversy has 
seen fit to suggest that the real scandal resides in the confiscatory nature of America's tax system. 

Russia Uses the UN Again. In spite of Russian criticism over the move, a Russian general in 
command of what is known as United Nations Sector East in Croatia was recently dismissed by 
the United Nations due to various charges ranging from incompetence and corruption to aiding 
the Bosnian Serbs. According to UN officials, Major General Perelyakin allowed UN gasoline 
(bought partly with U.S. money) to be traded with Serbia and permitted artillery guns and 
anti-tank vehicles to enter Croatia from Serbia. 

Given Russia's long friendship and alliance with Serbia, such moves can hardly be seen 
as merely the actions of one man. More likely, Russia has been using the UN and UN resources 
to conduct its own foreign policy. According to a report in the New York Times, the situation 
became unbearable for the UN after General Perelyakin ordered Belgian troops to dismantle a 
checkpoint on the border between Serbia and Bosnia in order to allow Serbian military 
equipment and personnel to cross into Croatia. A Belgian officer initially refused but was 
eventually forced to yield. UN observers later reported numerous pieces of heavy equipment in 
the sector which had not been present previously. 

The Times also reported that a former commander of Sector East, Russian Colonel Viktor 
Loginov, stayed behind in the area after his tour and formed a "trading company" with a Serbian 
paramilitary leader who has been accused of human rights abuses in Bosnia. The colonel's 
connections with the Russian contingent of the UN force, as well as apparent support from 
Russia's foreign ministry, makes him a valuable ally to Russia and Serbia and their collective 
aims in the region. The possibility of losing influence in the area may be the main reason behind 
Russia's expressed outrage over the dismissal of their general. 

Fish War. The continuing "global crisis" of overfishing the oceans escalated into a shooting 
incident off the coast of Newfoundland involving Canada and Spain on March 9th, and with it 
came a renewed call for a global fishing compact. Canadian patrol boats seized the Spanish 
trawler Estai within Canada's continental shelf but beyond the internationally recognized 
200-mile fishing limit after firing four shots across the trawler's bow. 

Bragging that "In its 130-year history, Canada never fired a shot in its own interest," 
Newfoundland Premier Clyde Wells asked the Washington Times: "If these fish stocks are 
destroyed, who is going to Spain or Portugal?... No, it is Canada that will be held responsible." 
Note that the Canadian government did not defend its action on the grounds of its own national 
interests, but upon global obligations imposed by lack of what Wells termed an "international 
regime" under the United Nations. 

Dying for Domino's. "I'm dying for Domino's" used to be something people might have said 
when they were hungry. With the firing of 34-year-old Domino's pizza delivery man Anthony 
Leone, it may become the new employee security slogan. Assaulted by a man and a woman 
while he was delivering pizzas, Leone pulled out his .45 caliber pistol and pointed it at the 
thieves. Both assailants fled and, although the gun was not fired, Leone was. 

Domino's officials argued that "it is better to give up the pizza and not create any 
aggressiveness." As the Washington Times editorialized on March 30th, "Domino's might as 
well change its corporate logo to a bull's-eye, since thieves now know company drivers are not 
allowed to defend themselves." 

Smuggler's Blues. Prohibition always begets a black market, and the upcoming UN-directed 
CFC ban has proven to be no exception. The New York Times reported on April 30th that the 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


most smuggled compound in the United States after illegal narcotics is freon. 


NATION A Post-Oklahoma 
Kristallnacht 

It is part of the genius of a great leader to make adversaries of different fields appear as 

always belonging to one category .... [A] number of different internal enemies 

must always be regarded as one in such a way that in the opinion of the mass ... 

the war is being waged against one enemy alone. 

Thus wrote Adolf Hitler in Mein Kampf, explaining the rhetorical strategy his party used 
to beguile the German public into supporting the National Socialist movement. Seeking political 
advantage in the aftermath of the Oklahoma City bombing, Bill Clinton has displayed a similar 
gift for ideological reductionism, consolidating his political opponents on the right into "one 
enemy alone." 

This campaign began during an April 24th speech in Milwaukee, in which Mr. Clinton 
denounced "purveyors of hatred and division, the promoters of paranoia .... They spread hate. 
They leave the impression ... by their very words, that violence is acceptable." By denouncing 
"some of the things that are regularly said over the airwaves in America today," Mr. Clinton 
artlessly sought to impugn conservative talk radio as an accomplice in the terrorist attack. 

The President revisited this theme during an April 30th speech in New York City's 
Waldorf Astoria. Citing the Oklahoma City bombing as an attack by "the forces of organized 
evil," Mr. Clinton generously allowed that his conservative political opponents were not directly 
responsible for the carnage. However, he insisted, "they do practice and they do preach violence 
against those who are of a different color, a different background, or who worship a different 
God. They do feed on fear and uncertainty. They do promote paranoia. In the name of freedom 
of speech, they have abandoned the responsibility that democratic freedoms impose on all of 
USs.." 

Mr. Clinton's rhetorical net drew indiscriminately from every kind, gathering peaceful, 
principled critics of the federal government together with terrorists and child-killers: 

Many of these people attack our government and the citizens who work for it who 

actually guarantee the freedoms they abuse. In the name of building for a better 

future they would relive the most destructive chapters of evil .... They can 

certainly snuff out innocent lives and sow fear in our hearts. They are indifferent 

to the slaughter of children. They threaten our freedoms and our way of life, and 

we must stop them. 

In a May Ist speech in Washington, DC before leaders of EMILY's List, a radical 
feminist group, the President once more ruminated on the subject of "the forces of organized 
evil," and again associated critics of federal usurpation with the specific individuals responsible 
for the bombing: "... we must also stand up against those who say that somehow this is all right, 
this is somehow a political act -- people who say, I love my country but I hate my government. 
These people, who do they think they are, saying that their government has stamped out human 
freedom?" 

Displaying the cravenness which is his most recognizable trait, Mr. Clinton has declined 
specifically to identify "these people." As liberal columnist Charles Krauthammer has observed, 
the President has "repeatedly charged dark and unseen forces, a shadowy unnamed 'they,' with 
spreading paranoia -- a classic of the very paranoid style of politics Clinton is ostensibly 
decrying." 

The President was certainly secure in the knowledge that the Establishment media cartel 
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would do the dirty work of defaming specific targets -- and such has indeed been the case. 
"Right-Wing Conspiracy" 

As the investigation into the Oklahoma atrocity proceeds, journalists and commentators 
who habitually deride "conspiracy theories" are embracing a conspiracy theory of their own -- 
namely, that the bombing was the work of a secret network of stealthy and cunning "right-wing 
extremists." Timothy McVeigh, the only individual charged in the bombing thus far, has been 
described as an "anti-government extremist" with "links" to the militia movement -- and, by 
derivation, to the larger conservative movement. McVeigh himself has been silent regarding his 
political views. What little is known of his otherwise tacit convictions has been culled from 
letters he wrote to congressmen and to the editor of a New York newspaper, as well as from the 
hearsay reminiscences of McVeigh's acquaintances. It is known that McVeigh was in loose orbit 
around various militia groups but apparently was never formally affiliated with any of them. 

Nevertheless, federal authorities have proceeded on the premise that McVeigh's actions 
were part of a "right-wing conspiracy" whose reach may extend to those who had no direct role 
in the atrocity -- and the major media has eagerly followed the federal government's lead. 

"Conspiracy of Militias Suspected in Bombing: Right-Wingers who Incite Violence," 
blared a front-page headline in the April 25th San Francisco Examiner. The story blessed with 
that singularly tendentious title reported: "Investigators ... believe [the bombing] may be the 
result of a wide conspiracy peopled by right-wing militia members who incited violence and 
carnage." According to the report, "The possible existence of a conspiracy brought suggestions 
that the government will bring broad racketeering laws to bear on leaders of various right-wing 
militia groups." One federal investigator in Oklahoma City remarked, "This could go all over the 
country .... There are so many who incited so many people here." 

The possible use of RICO actions against "right-wing extremists" is but one possible 
enrichment of federal power to persecute political critics. Representative Andrew Jacobs (D-IN) 
has renewed the call for enactment of the so-called "Fairness Doctrine," a policy employed by 
leftists in the early 1960s for the admitted purpose of squelching conservative talk radio. Jacobs 
connects the Oklahoma tragedy with Francisco Duran's assault on the White House, and asserts 
that both of these acts indict talk radio: "Use right-wing monopoly airwaves to preach hatred and 
character assassination against the President, and watch the bullets fly at the White House from 
unstable listeners..." 

"Criminal" Conservatism 

Mr. Clinton's opportunistic invocation of "these people" was still fresh when New York 
Times editorial page editor A.M. Rosenthal decreed that all Americans have a patriotic duty to 
execrate the "extremists" in our midst. "As for those Americans who make a good business of 
spreading paranoia, they know what hatred can do," proclaimed Rosenthal. "Americans who 
refuse to recognize the President's right and duty to expose hate peddling are themselves 
abandoning a critical moral battlefield. If there is another Oklahoma, they will not have to tell 
themselves that they did it. No, but they will have to ask themselves what they did to prevent it." 

The April 24th Wall Street Journal placed critics of federal usurpation along the same 
continuum with those responsible for the bombing: "By launching an extreme attack against the 
government, the truck bombers who blew the side off the Oklahoma City federal building could 
cause others to rethink their own, less-radical attacks." From the perspective promoted by the 
Establishment, peaceful conservative activism differs from mass murder in degree, not in kind. 

Furthermore, the New York Times hastened to depict the "right-wing conspiracy" as a 
global menace. In its April 24th issue, the flagship periodical of the Establishment carried an 
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op-ed column by Ingo Hasselbach entitled "Extremism: A Global Network," in which the author 
-- an erstwhile neo-Nazi gangster -- opined, "In my opinion, the leaders of the Michigan Militia 
and other such groups cannot dodge a larger moral responsibility [for the bombing], whether or 
not they are legally to blame." This is because, in Hasselbach's view, "Extremist groups in 
America and in Europe create a climate" in which violent acts occur. 

The concept of guilt by climatological metaphor has been peddled by pundits too 
numerous to mention. Additionally, some have extended the libel to include a pat reference to 
"angry white men" -- the controlled media's preferred stereotype for conservatives of all races 
and both genders. This invocation of race and class resentment has been used by the Wall Street 
Journal, syndicated columnists Carl Rowan and Juan Williams, and numerous others. 

Furthermore, terms such as "pathological," "virulent," and "violent" have been used to 
describe "conservative extremists" critical of the government. The facile phrase, "what the late 
historian Richard Hofstadter called 'the paranoid style in American politics," has been deployed 
countless times by writers whose acquaintance with the volume extends only to title and author. 
The use of this therapeutic vocabulary suggests, in Soviet fashion, that "extreme" critics of the 
government are literally sick and must be "cured" of their political views. Perhaps the definitive 
example of this approach can be found in Time magazine's May 8th profile of right-wing 
"extremists," which bore the title: "Enemies of the State." 

Such was the ideological flavor of post-bombing "news" coverage that it left no room on 
the left for the communist People's Weekly World. The April 29th edition of the Communist 
Party tabloid simply recycled potted phrases about the "virulently racist roots of the heinous 
massacre," the "incitements to violence" which are supposedly common on conservative talk 
radio, and the dangers of "rightist hate rhetoric." 

Brzezinski's Dichotomy 

Shortly after the Oklahoma City bombing, the editorial board of the Christian Science 
Monitor received a briefing on the dangers of "right-wing extremism" from Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, a Trilateral Commission heavyweight who is a pillar of the Establishment. 
Brzezinski was asked if conservative activism had created a "climate for the Oklahoma 
bombing." He replied, "I don't see how you can even remotely relate the conservative rhetoric to 
anything like this. Gingrich and Dole talk about fundamental changes of values." 

However, this selective exculpation of the "right" was used by Brzezinski for the purpose 
of focusing on a more specific "enemy": 

... there is an absolute dividing line between what [the Republican leaders] are saying and 

those much further to the right, who really feel that the American government has 

been taken over by some kind of conspiracy and that a struggle for freedom now 

is underway which entitles them to commit these acts. We really are talking about 

the lunatic fringe. And I think there is an enormous gap between the conservative 

rhetoric and these lunatic fringe groups. 

In this fashion, career politicians like Dole and Gingrich -- opportunists whose careers are 
unblemished by resolute statesmanship -- represent the limits of acceptable "conservatism." 
Beyond them, according to Brzezinski, lies the "lunatic fringe," composed of those who not only 
talk about but seek fundamental change and are allegedly willing to commit terrorist acts in 
pursuit of that change. 

This is not to say that Brzezinski uniformly condemns those who would use violence to 
bring about change. Prompted to give his "global view" of terrorism, he stated, "There is a 
greater propensity in the extreme right toward individual violence than on the extreme left. The 
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extreme left can be very brutal, of course, but it tends to be guided by some sort of an ideology, 
some sort of a systematic concept as to how to rebuild society -- first undermine it then rebuild 
it 

As Jimmy Carter's National Security Adviser, Brzezinski helped to craft policies which 
facilitated such violent restructuring of Iran and Nicaragua, and the diplomatic recognition of the 
incomparably blood-stained Red Chinese regime. He has also written that Marxism offers "the 
best available insight into contemporary reality," and that America is undergoing a crisis of 
"obsolescence." Thus it is not surprising that Brzezinski offered only qualified criticism of 
left-wing terrorists, while categorically denouncing "rightwing" terrorists. 

A similar dichotomy has been evident in the media's treatment of the "Unabomb" 
murders. "Unabomb" is an eco-terrorist group responsible for 16 bombings over the past 17 
years. Five days after the Oklahoma City bombing, Unabomb, a self-described violent 
conspiracy, claimed its latest victim: Gilbert B. Murray of the California Forestry Association. 
Murray had been selected for assassination because of his work as a lobbyist for the timber 
industry. The San Francisco Examiner observes that Murray's organization "has been in the 
forefront to temper the federal Endangered Species Act...." Accordingly, Murray was executed 
for his crimes against Gaia. 

In a letter published by the New York Times, Unabomb declared that it seeks "the 
destruction of the worldwide industrial system" and it believes that "the time is ripe for the 
presentation of anti-industrial ideas." Employing the same logic the major media has applied to 
the Oklahoma City bombing, could it not be said that the rabid, anti-capitalist, anti-property 
rights environmentalist agenda promoted by the Clinton Administration has "created a climate" 
in which Unabomb feels free to kill with impunity? 

The Clinton Administration has not seen fit to declare an armistice in its war against 
"eco-criminals." Four days after the latest Unabomb attack, Vice President Al Gore visited the 
Presidio military base, the future site of a federally funded "sustainable development" project, 
where he denounced the GOP-led Congress as "the worst anti-environment Congress in the 
history of the nation" and declared that it was in thrall to "extremist right-wing groups." If 
Unabomb strikes again, will Al Gore be held morally liable? 

There is reason to believe that the Oklahoma City tragedy will be used as a pretext for 
political persecution. Columnist Frank Rich of the New York Times, whose beat deals almost 
exclusively with the "religious right," sees in the Oklahoma bombing a pretext for a full-scale 
federal crusade against the "far right." Reciting a theme from the Planned Parenthood breviary, 
Rich writes that there is a "demonstrable link between anti-abortion extremists and a growing 
militia movement" and reports, "Since the Oklahoma bombing, Federal law enforcement officials 
have been in constant touch with Planned Parenthood..." 

Scant weeks before the bombing, Rich had written several columns condemning 
"paranoid conspiracy theories" about a UN-directed new world order. With quicksilver 
hypocrisy, Rich has now embraced a grand conspiracy theory of his own: "It's not yet known 
whether [the] evidence will connect a specific militia or far-right group to the Oklahoma tragedy. 
What is clear is how extensively the nation's far-right factions are interconnected, forming a 
political network that often publicly espouses the same ideology as the terrorists in our midst..." 
Rich insists that "even when all the Oklahoma City bombing suspects are arrested, the 
investigation will have only just begun." 

An American Kristallnacht? 
The opportunistic use of Oklahoma City suggests a troubling historical parallel. In Paris 
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on November 7, 1938, a frantic Jewish refugee named Herschel Grynszpan shot and killed a 
minor German diplomat named Ernst von Rath. Grynszpan's target was Count Johannes von 
Welczeck, the German ambassador; the assassination was supposedly intended as retaliation for 
the imprisonment of Grynszpan's family in a concentration camp. Ironically, at the time of his 
death von Rath was under investigation for his alleged opposition to the anti-Semitic policies of 
the National Socialist government. 

Grynszpan's act gave Germany's National Socialist regime a pretext to carry out its 
planned anti-Semitic purge. The night of November 9-10, 1938, is remembered in history as 
Kristallnacht, or the "Night of Shattered Glass." Jewish-owned shops in Berlin were vandalized, 
synagogues were torched, and scores of harmless people were killed or injured as 
Nazi-orchestrated mobs vented their "spontaneous" outrage for the murder of von Rath. The 
carnival of destruction was engineered by Nazi propaganda maestro Joseph Goebbels, who also 
used the Nazi-controlled press to rile the public against the "menace" in its midst. 

As Reverend George Schenk points out, prior to Kristallnacht "Nazi propaganda had 
accused the German Jews of waging a ‘hate campaign" against the National Socialist 
government. Early in the National Socialist period, Brown Shirt leader Ernst Roehm frequently 
attacked "published bigotry," particularly that emanating from conservative Christian opponents 
of the regime. Criticism of the National Socialist regime, which had been muted at best before 
Kristallnacht, was redefined afterwards as sympathy with Jews and other "criminal elements." 

A similar dynamic is apparent in post-bombing commentary regarding the Waco 
holocaust. Because McVeigh was reportedly agitated about the federal assault upon the Branch 
Davidians, and because the bombing occurred on the second anniversary of the Waco outrage, 
sympathy for the victims of that attack has been depicted as a symptom of "extremism" rather 
than an understandable human reaction to religious persecution. Unlike habitual criminal Rodney 
King, whose videotaped arrest was elevated as a symbolic indictment of police brutality, the 
tranquil Branch Davidians have not been identified as a worthy object of public concern. 

In a moment of supreme hypocrisy during his EMILY's List speech, President Clinton 
declared: "We can't condemn one act of violence and condone another. That would be like trying 
to put out a fire by just watering one room and leaving the others to burn." Yet just days earlier 
Mr. Clinton himself arrogantly dismissed criticism of the federal government's behavior during 
the Waco siege during an interview on 60 Minutes. 

Mr. Clinton, who now insists that words can "give the impression that violence is 
acceptable," displayed no such concern in the immediate aftermath of the Waco holocaust. On 
April 20, 1993, even as the embers of the Branch Davidian "compound" yet smoldered, Bill 
Clinton saw fit to depict the slaughter of the relatively harmless eccentrics as an object lesson to 
religious "fanatics": "I hope very much that others who will be tempted to join cults and to 
become involved with people like Koresh will be deterred by the horrible scenes they have seen 
over the last seven weeks .... There is, unfortunately, a rise in this sort of fanaticism all across the 
world. And we may have to confront it again." 

The suggestion that Attorney General Janet Reno should resign as a result of the bloody 
debacle provoked this display of refined, compassionate humanitarianism from Mr. Clinton: "I 
was, frankly, 'surprised' would be a mild word, that anyone would suggest that the Attorney 
General should resign because some religious fanatics murdered themselves." 

Personal Observation 

In a little-noticed but significant essay, Rowland Nethaway, senior editor of the Waco 

Tribune-Herald, pointed out that the arrogant indifference to individual rights and the public 
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interest typified by Mr. Clinton's remarks was manifest by the federal authorities who conducted 
the Waco raid. Nethaway yields to no one in his disdain for "rightwing fanatics," but -- unlike 
most American journalists -- he had the unwanted opportunity to deal with the feds firsthand. He 
recalls: "As the siege became a routine of daily press briefings, it was evident that the ATF 
officials only inflamed their critics. They responded to legitimate criticism from responsible 
sources with ridicule and sarcasm. And they lied. ATF officials lied to reporters and the 
American public. And it was obvious." 

Nethaway suggests that any indictment of those responsible for "inciting" the Oklahoma 
City bombing should include the federal agencies responsible for the Waco atrocity: "... when 
government officials lie and cover up, they make critics where there are none. And they further 
destabilize the already unbalanced among us." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Solid Conservatives Targeted by Deceptive Journalism 


The Oklahoma bombing has given media apologists for the leviathan state an opportunity 
to impugn political leaders who are seeking to restrain the growth of government and redress 
federal abuses. Albert Hunt, a liberal columnist for the Wall Street Journal, penned an April 
27th screed entitled "Stop Encouraging the Crazies." He contended that the Oklahoma bombing 
displayed the dangers of a "fringe element" of the conservative movement which is supposedly 
engaged in an assault upon "important institutions, principally law enforcement." Among this 
"fringe element" Hunt included Representative Helen Chenoweth (R-ID). 

Recounted Hunt: "Rep. Chenoweth shamelessly pandered to the right-wing crazies at an 
Idaho meeting she conducted [in March]." The "crazies" referred to by Hunt were loggers, 
ranchers, and other law-abiding citizens whose rights have been abused by power-intoxicated 
federal agents. Among those who spoke at the public meeting was militia leader Samuel 
Sherwood. Wrote Hunt: "[Sherwood] has been quoted saying of hostile legislators, 'you may 
have to be shooting them in the face." Whipping up a frothy head of affected indignation, Hunt 
wrote: "Even after Oklahoma, Ms. Chenoweth won't disavow Mr. Sherwood .... This is no 
different from liberals last year refusing to condemn black Muslim hatemonger Khalid 
Muhammad." 

As THE NEW AMERICAN recently documented ("Malicious Militia Reporting," TNA, 
May Ist), the quote attributed to Sherwood is substantively false. The primary source of 
Sherwood's spurious "quote" was a college intern who had covered a militia meeting for the 
Boise Weekly, a deliriously left-wing tabloid. The Twin Falls Times-News retailed the 
misrepresentation in a story which was picked up by the Associated Press. 

Hunt had contacted Chenoweth's office before publishing his column. Khris Bershers, 
Chenoweth's press secretary, related to THE NEW AMERICAN that Hunt "was asking all sorts 
of questions about why Representative Chenoweth wouldn't renounce Samuel Sherwood." 
According to Bershers, Hunt had been informed that the Sherwood quote was apocryphal: "He 
had the information. We explained the matter to him carefully and faxed him a copy of THE 
NEW AMERICAN'S article well before he published the column. He had all the information, 
but he didn't choose to use it. I guess he figured, 'It's a good story -- why let the facts intrude?" 

Hunt's attack was of a piece with a May 3rd smear committed by the television tabloid 
"news" program American Journal. A videotaped speech by Chenoweth had been distributed, 
without her knowledge, by the Militia of Montana. American Journal host Nancy Glass used 
this fact to accuse Chenoweth of something akin to treason. In her introduction to the segment, 
Glass somberly intoned: "A controversial video made by a member of Congress [is] being used 
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to raise money by America's enemies -- the right-wing militia." 

Another high-profile target for defamation has been Colorado State Senator Charles 
Duke, a leader in the "Tenth Amendment Movement" and a highly effective opponent of the 
Conference of the States (which could bring about "structural changes" in the U.S. Constitution). 
Duke's activism on behalf of limited government earned the attention of nationally syndicated 
columnist Neal R. Peirce, who wrote that Duke "has arguably been the most influential state 
legislator of 1995, throttling the idea of a 'Conference of the States' this autumn." Accordingly, 
Duke is a high-priority target for those who seek the enlargement of federal power and the 
destruction of the Constitution. 

On April 30th, Duke was the subject of a fact-starved smear composed by Denver Post 
editorial page editor Chuck Green. Green referred to Duke as the "political general of America's 
militia movement" and insinuated that the state senator is a secret bigot: "If he wants to mingle 
with white supremacists and anti-Semites, and if he wants to encourage them to arm themselves 
against the government, and if he thinks the Holocaust never occurred, that's his business." 

Green could not produce a single statement by Duke to support these insinuations. He 
simply cited a "computer-assisted analysis of nearly 1,500 phone calls placed by Duke and his 
staff" to buttress the contention that the senator was using public time and money to support 
"some of America's most notorious right-wing extremists," including the Aryan Nation and 
militia groups supposedly "linked" to it. 

Senator Duke explained to THE NEW AMERICAN that Green's article -- particularly its 
imputation of racism, anti-Semitism, and Holocaust denial -- appears to be the product of 
"deliberate maliciousness": "It seems to me that's premeditated, because I've never given [Green] 
any reason whatsoever to make such charges. It's simply untrue." 

"Of the 1,500 or 1,600 calls mentioned by Green, about 95 percent of them are return 
calls," stated Duke. "I would guess that out of that total, only eight or ten would have been to 
militia groups." In a published reply to Green's article, Duke explained, "When a caller leaves a 
message on the machine, we have no idea, usually, who they represent. It is not normally 
germane in that most requests are simple requests for information. Many times, even after 
returning the calls, we have no knowledge of other connections the caller may have." 

Perhaps the most stunning example of Green's insouciant disregard of the facts can be 
found in his accusation that Duke was somehow connected to "The Freeman, a loosely-knit 
network of militia-style groups from Montana to New York." Duke points out that he has been in 
contact with The Freeman, a journal of free market and individualist commentary published by 
the Foundation for Economic Education in New York. 

Duke told THE NEW AMERICAN that Green's article was typical of the treatment he 
has received subsequent to the bombing, and that this attention is intended to destroy his 
credibility as a leader in the Tenth Amendment movement. "It's really unconscionable that such 
people could seize upon the misfortune of Oklahoma City in an attempt to try to kill the whole 
Tenth Amendment movement and reactivate the Conference of the States," Duke laments. "Some 
of them apparently believe that if they can discredit me, they can stop the movement. But the 
movement is sound and it will go on." 


-- W.N.G. 


"With all of the commotion in our state, hardly anyone noticed that scientists from around 
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the globe had gathered in Phoenix," claimed Arizona Republic columnist E.J. Montini in the 
paper's May 4th edition. "They were here, I'm told, to attempt to explain an unusual climatic 
phenomenon occurring directly over the state Capitol. Apparently, a hole of some sort developed 
in the atmosphere, causing what little common sense was left in the area to be sucked into the 
black abyss of space." 

And what was the cause of this anomaly? Had the legislators voted to increase taxes to 
100 percent of income -- or perhaps to repeal the law of gravity? Not at all. On April 11th, 
Montini points out, "members of the state Legislature gave final approval of a bill saying 
Arizona would not honor the worldwide ban on production of the chemical Freon." Six days later 
Governor J. Fife Symington signed the bill into law. 

"Voodoo Science"? 

Introduced by freshman State Representative Jean McGrath, the Arizona freon bill (HB 
2236) allows for the possession, use, manufacture, purchase, installation, transportation, or sale 
of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) in Arizona. But wait! Doesn't federal law ban the manufacture of 
CFCs after the end of this year? Isn't this law in conformity with an international treaty known as 
the Montreal Protocol? And aren't CFCs supposed to be destroying the earth's protective ozone 
layer? Why would McGrath introduce a bill that not only conflicts with federal law but would 
allow the earth to fry? No wonder the Arizona news media has variously described the bill as 
"voodoo-science," "just plain silly," and -- yes -- even an embarrassment for the state of Arizona. 

But McGrath and her supporters argue that it is lunacy to ban CFCs without having 
demonstrated that the ozone layer is being depleted or that man-made CFCs have had a 
discernible effect on the amount of ozone in the stratosphere. Their arguments apparently made 
sense -- much to the chagrin of the media -- because their bill is now law. 

Although the Arizona media hardly noticed, McGrath brought in Dr. Sallie Baliunas to 
testify before the Arizona House States' Rights and Mandates Committee on February 17th. Dr. 
Baliunas is staff astrophysicist at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics and chairman 
of the George C. Marshall Institute's science advisory board, which presumably means that she is 
not a practitioner of "voodoo science." Dr. Baliunas told the committee that "ozone levels change 
naturally, by amounts many times larger than the depletion alleged from CFCs .... Ozone rises 
and falls naturally by large amounts on time-scales of days to decades. Those natural changes 
must be accurately known -- but are not -- before the effect of CFCs can be determined. For 
example, the season-to-season ozone variations are nearly 100 times larger than the declines 
supposedly caused by CFCs: ozone varies annually by 20 percent to 30 percent at the latitude of 
Phoenix. At high latitudes, the seasonal changes in ozone are 50 percent." 

Dr. Baliunas' observations are hardly surprising since ozone is not a "nonrenewable" 
resource; it is constantly being created as well as destroyed due to a variety of phenomena. In 
fact, it is inconceivable that the ozone layer could ever be eliminated by CFCs or any other 
manmade chemicals since ozone is constantly being formed from oxygen as a result of a natural 
photochemical process. More specifically, when incoming ultraviolet radiation strikes an 
ordinary oxygen molecule (O2), breaking the molecule into its component parts, and when one of 
the "liberated" oxygen atoms combines with another O2 molecule, ozone (O3) is formed. The 
only way to suspend this process would be to somehow prevent incoming ultraviolet radiation 
from reaching the earth's atmosphere or to eliminate the oxygen, both seemingly impossible 
tasks. 

In a detailed scientific paper she submitted as part of her testimony, Dr. Baliunas 
presented several tables that graphically illustrate how much ozone has been present in the 
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atmosphere and the extent to which it has ebbed and flowed. Although satellite measurements 
from 1979 to 1985 showed a downward trend of roughly three percent per decade, "after 1985 
the trend reverses. That is, had the measurements begun in 1985, an increase in ozone would 
have been reported." But forget for a moment the post-1985 measurements: How serious is a 
three percent per decade drop? Dr. Baliunas noted in her paper that a move from New York to 
Washington, DC would result in a six percent drop "because the ozone layer thins toward the 
equator." 

Why would the trend reverse after 1985? As Dr. Baliunas noted in her paper, "Since 
anthropogenic causes are believed to lead only to a decrease in stratospheric ozone, this increase 
after 1985 must be the result of natural factors." One natural factor she cited is volcanic 
eruptions, which cause temporary ozone declines because of the substances spewed into the 
atmosphere. Another is the 1 1-year solar cycle, Which could cause long-term trends such as the 
decline detected from 1979 to 1985. In fact, Dr. Baliunas included in her paper a graph showing 
that the concentration of global ozone and the incidence of sun spots have moved roughly in step 
with each other over three decades. But in view of the fact that incoming ultraviolet light leads to 
the creation of ozone, such a correlation should not be surprising. 

What About the Costs? 

What is surprising, of course, is that the U.S. government would ban CFCs in spite of the 
lack of scientific evidence to justify such a disruptive and expensive move. "Cleansing CFCs 
from the earth entails enormous costs," Dr. Baliunas noted in her testimony. "Equipment costs 
alone are estimated to be about $100 billion .... The societal costs will be much higher, perhaps 
as high as $2 trillion, according to House Resolution 291 (1993)." 

Since 1989 the retail price of a pound of freon (the most common coolant) has soared 
from $1 to $15, in part because the federal government imposes a tax of $5.35 per pound on all 
sales to discourage its use. The price should skyrocket even more once the ban on production 
goes into effect at the end of this year and the remaining supply dwindles. Consumers will then 
be forced to have their older equipment adapted for new substitutes or purchase new equipment. 
Older model cars cannot use the substitute Suva, for instance, unless the air conditioning system 
has been adapted to accept it at a cost of $300 to $1,000. 

The rising price of freon has spurred a black market in the chemical. According to the 
April 30th New York Times, "Law-enforcement officials say the refrigerant has become the most 
lucrative contraband after illicit drugs." One does not have to become a freon smuggler to run 
afoul of the regulations, however. Violations include knowingly releasing CFCs into the 
atmosphere while repairing appliances, failure to have an EPA-approved recovery device, and 
even disposing of a "disposable" cylinder without first recovering any remaining CFCs and 
rendering the cylinder useless. The myriad regulations are enforced by the EPA and could cost a 
violator as much as $25,000 per day per violation. There is even a bounty of $10,000 to 
encourage competitors, customers, or anyone else to turn in such eco-criminals. 

Arizona Oasis 

Jean McGrath's bill upsets the phaseout by creating an oasis for continued manufacture 
and use of CFCs in Arizona. But how was McGrath able to convince a majority of her colleagues 
to challenge the national and international trend? Although the expert testimony of Dr. Baliunas 
obviously helped, McGrath is quick to point out that victory would not have been possible 
without the support of informed citizens. "I am so grateful to all the citizens who picked up the 
ball," McGrath told THE NEW AMERICAN. "I didn't see another piece of legislation down here 
that garnered that kind of public support." McGrath also expressed her thanks to THE NEW 
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AMERICAN for providing factual information on the freon controversy: "I have read a lot of 
articles that have been written about CFCs and freon, and 'Behind the Freon Frenzy' [THE NEW 
AMERICAN, November 14, 1994] is the best and the most concise that I have ever read." 

Critics of the Arizona freon law claim it will not have any legal effect because federal 
law supersedes state law. But McGrath strongly disagrees. "We're well within our Tenth 
Amendment rights of passing this type of legislation," she told THE NEW AMERICAN. "We 
are clearly within the bounds of the U.S. Constitution and the Arizona Constitution." The U.S. 
Constitution, after all, is silent on the issue of freon, and the Tenth Amendment clearly states that 
the "powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the 
States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people." 

Dr. John Eidsmoe, professor of law at Thomas Goode Jones School of Law in Alabama, 
agrees with McGrath that the regulation of freon "is a matter that is reserved to the states by the 
Tenth Amendment." Eidsmoe explained to THE NEW AMERICAN that Article 6, Clause 2 of 
the Constitution, also known as the supremacy clause, "gives federal law supremacy only in 
areas where we the people have delegated authority to the federal government. I don't believe we 
the people have given the federal government authority to regulate freon." Neither does 
constitutional specialist Don Fotheringham, who told THE NEW AMERICAN that "those who 
refuse to take Arizona's freon bill seriously are those who refuse to take the U.S. Constitution 
seriously." 

That does not mean that the Supreme Court could not stretch the meaning of the 
Constitution to include the regulation of freon. But the Supreme Court and the other branches of 
the federal government have not exactly operated within the limiting features of the Constitution 
in recent decades. In fact, federal encroachment in areas that had previously been state or local 
matters helped to create the climate that culminated in enactment of Arizona's freon bill. "It is ... 
a matter of local control," Governor Symington stated at the signing ceremony. "We must put a 
stop to the many federal mandates which have forced us to take this action against this absurd 
federal ban. It is my belief that Arizona's people should have that authority to make decisions 
about Arizona's environment." 

The supporters of Arizona's new freon law hope that it will encourage a repeal of the ban 
scheduled to take effect on the federal level. Symington noted that "HB 2236 sends a strong 
message to the federal government that their ban of chlorofluorocarbons in Arizona is unjustified 
and unwanted by the people of this state." And McGrath even raised the spectre of other states 
jumping on the free-freon bandwagon: "I can envision a congressman saying, "We had better 
repeal the CFC ban because other states will follow the lead of Arizona." 

But at least one congressman wanted to repeal the ban even before the Arizona bill was 
signed into law. This January, Representative Tom DeLay (R-TX) introduced legislation (H.R. 
475) to repeal Clean Air Act provisions relating to stratospheric ozone protection. Perhaps as the 
deadline for the CFC ban approaches and the cost of keeping cool rises, his bill will get the 
attention it deserves. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


WORLD NPT Proliferates 
a Ruse 

The nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), which took effect in 1970 and which is now 
up for renewal, is supposed to prohibit non-nuclear powers from acquiring nuclear weapons, as 
well as insure that the five declared nuclear powers (the U.S., Russia, Red China, Britain, and 
France) will phase out their own nuclear arms. But, according to the language of the treaty, 
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nothing should be "interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to 
develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without 
discrimination." 

So if everybody would just sign on, there would be no nuclear weapons but everybody in 
the world would wind up sharing peaceful nuclear energy. 

Excuse Our Skepticism 

Why do we express skepticism? Well, here are a few reasons just for starters: 

¢ There are more nuclear warheads now than when the NPT began. 

¢ Signatories who were supposedly not going to develop nukes have done so, and have 
even been rewarded for flouting the NPT (North Korea comes immediately to mind). 

* Non-signatories (Israel, Pakistan, and India, for instance) have also developed atomic 
weapons, but are being urged to join the happy throng nonetheless, 

¢ The goal of sharing "peaceful" nuclear energy has been widely used as a shield for the 
trading of nuclear-weapons technology, despite language prohibiting the Big Five from 
transferring atomic weapons "to any recipient whatsoever." 

Even under the pending SALT II Treaty, according to a recent Rand study sponsored by 
the U.S. Air Force, by the year 2003 the U.S. and Russia will still have 7,000 long-range nuclear 
weapons, or only 500 fewer than when the NPT began in 1970. 

If the NPT is such a demonstrable failure, why have the State Department, Clinton 
Administration, and the rest of the international Establishment pushed so hard for an indefinite 
and unconditional renewal of the nuclear pact? Do not underestimate the importance of the pact 
to its promoters. John Holum, director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
acknowledged at a State Department briefing in mid-April: "The NPT is the centerpiece of all 
our post-Cold-War arms control efforts." Similarly, Secretary of State Warren Christopher, 
writing in the Spring 1995 issue of Foreign Policy (journal of the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace), emphasized: "The NPT is the linchpin of the international effort to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons." 

With all the difficulties being encountered in the field of nonproliferation, there are 
ulterior goals which make the effort worth the gamble. For the engineers of world government, 
the ultimate goal goes beyond disarmament, to "peace" at any price. Recall the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact after World War I. This 1928 multilateral agreement, backed by Secretary of State Frank 
Kellogg (who, as is usually the case in this position, was also a member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations), provided for all countries to "renounce the use of war as an instrument of 
national policy." Establishment historian Carroll Quigley noted in his monumental work Tragedy 
and Hope (1966) that despite the fact that the Soviet Union was not even invited to sign this 
pact, Moscow was so enthusiastic about Kellogg-Briand that it became the first country among 
either the signatories or expected adherents to ratify it. The foreign policy of the Soviets included 
promoting communism as well as "collective security" -- not contradictions, but complementary 
goals. History well documents how successful that outlawing of war proved. 

After World War II, the Soviets became worded because of the U.S. atomic bomb. 
Accordingly, a plan was developed to turn over all atomic secrets (those that the Soviets hadn't 
secretly stolen, that is) to the United Nations; individual countries, under this scheme, could be 
prevented from developing nuclear weapons on their own. 

That proved too breakneck. But, as revealed in the 1986 volume The Wise Men, by 
Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, there was congressional displeasure, exemplified in the 
following statement by Senator Arthur Vanderberg (R-MI): "We are opposed to giving any of 
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the atomic secrets away, unless and until the Soviets are prepared to be policed by the U.N." 
Stalin was astute enough to demand in the nebulous agreement that an atomic-control 
commission should report, not to the UN General Assembly, but to the Security Council, where 
Moscow had a veto. 

Freedom From War 

During the Kennedy Administration, there were further disarmament plans, under which 
guidelines the U.S. still operates. Initial negotiations with the Soviets were entered into by 
perhaps the premier Establishment figure of the day, John McCloy. A Wall Street lawyer who 
helped run the War Department during World War II, McCloy had sufficient "private" influence 
that he turned down innumerable Cabinet posts that were offered him. Subsequent dealings with 
Moscow were made through Averell Harriman, who had served as FDR's envoy to Churchill and 
Stalin (with whom Harriman spent perhaps more hours than any other American). Harriman and 
Stalin's dictatorial successor, Nikita Khrushchev, came to an agreement on a nuclear test-ban 
treaty, after which the burly Soviet showed him off to approving crowds in Moscow. Khrushchev 
penned praise of Harriman to Kennedy; JFK called the deal "a shaft of light cut into the 
darkness." 

McCloy's activities years earlier had caused some security concerns. In the autumn 1991 
issue of The Wilson Quarterly, contributing editor Max Holland observed: "In a May [1946] 
memo, FBI head J. Edgar Hoover warned the Truman Administration of an 'enormous Soviet 
espionage ring in Washington ... with reference to atomic energy,' and identified McCloy along 
with Dean Acheson and Alger Hiss as worrisome for 'their pro-Soviet leanings." As director of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, McCloy in 1961 helped prepare an official plan for 
the United States entitled Freedom From War: The United States Program for General and 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World (also known as Department of State Publication 
A2EI). 

On this matter, THE NEW AMERICAN has written extensively, Paramount is the fact 
that the U.S. government has never formally withdrawn the proposal originally expressed in 
Freedom From War; in fact, it has been following its provisions. As confirmed in 1991 by the 
historian of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, "certain features of it have been 
incorporated into subsequent disarmament agreements." 

The idea, you see, is not to end up with true "disarmament," but to have a monopoly of 
force. Obviously this cannot happen overnight. As a reading of Freedom Front War will show, 
we are now in what it calls Stage II. During this period, "The U.N. Peace Force shall be 
established and progressively strengthened." This phase will bring about such developments that 
"the United Nations can effectively in Stage III deter or suppress any threat or use of force in 
violation of the purposes and principles of the United Nations." Where is this scheme supposed 
to end? Answers Freedom From War: "In Stage III progressive controlled disarmament ... 
would proceed to a point where no state would have the military power to challenge the 
progressively strengthened U.N. Peace Force." 

Filling in the Blanks 

With this background in mind, one can understand why apparent roadblocks in the 
disarmament arena do not knock the program off track. For instance, in 1978 the United Nations 
convened a disarmament convention which fits nicely within the parameters outlined in Freedom 
From War. Paragraph 111 of the UN's "Final Document" states: 

General and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control shall 

permit States to have at their disposal only those non-nuclear forces, armaments, 
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facilities, and establishments as are agreed to be necessary to maintain internal 

order and protect the personal security of citizens and in order that States shall 

support and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force. 

In April of this year, Vice President Al Gore, trying to convince recalcitrant nations who 
wondered if the declared nuclear powers were really going to disarm, reiterated the intent of the 
United States to get rid of its nuclear weapons. One wonders what North Korea thought of that 
style of negotiating from weakness. In fact, that is the position of the U.S. and other signatories 
to the NPT (those who mean what they say, that is). Article VI of the NPT demands: "Each of 
the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures 
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." 

That international control, by definition, would have to be stronger than the national 
powers to be controlled. 

A perceptive observer of the Korean nuclear deal and related issues is Henry Sokolski, 
executive director of the Nonproliferation Education Center, who served as deputy for 
nonproliferation policy in the Pentagon during the Bush Administration. He compares the 
Agreed Framework first brokered by Jimmy Carter with Pyongyang (which Sokolski notes is not 
a binding deal, but rather a political agreement that hems in the U.S. but not North Korea) with a 
"nuclear diplomatic Vietnam." The U.S, knows it is a "bad deal" but nonetheless feels committed 
to see it through. 

There are widely differing ways to interpret the NPT, points out Sokolski. (This is hardly 
an accident, we might add: It happens when one wants so badly to make deals with totalitarians 
that including loopholes is almost mandatory.) Non-nuclear nations can maintain, under the 
NPT, that they have a right to acquire "peaceful" nuclear energy and can likewise maintain that 
they have the right to withdraw from the treaty (and "legally" acquire nuclear weapons) if 
superpowers have not disarmed. Sokolski described, in a February address in Atlanta before the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, how these internal assumptions with the 
NPT are at odds: 

Certainly it's difficult to argue that the further spread of even small numbers of nuclear 

weapons to other nations will significantly increase the risk of accidental or 

catalytic nuclear war and yet, at the same time, recommend that non-weapons 

states threaten to acquire such weapons to get the world's weapons states to limit 

their own nuclear arsenals. Yet, this is precisely the tension present in the 

negotiations leading up to the NPT and is reflected in the treaty's text. 

"Peaceful" Procurement 

Little wonder that when Vice President Gore tried to make a case at the United Nations 
against the spread of nuclear weapons, he alluded but briefly to one of the sticking points made 
by many critical nations: that nuclear-weapons nations are not sufficiently sharing their nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes. The Foreign Minister of Iran, Ali Akbar Velayati, has been 
acerbic about the U.S. stance against such "peaceful" uses for Tehran. While Iran may feel smug 
about making this legalistic point, it may find in the long run that it is the United Nations that 
determines which is a "rogue state" and which is not. 

Former U.S. Ambassador to the UN Jeane Kirkpatrick has written that the prominence of 
Iran in this matter is a harbinger of the world to come. She comments on the United States’ 
appealing "to its partners in the new world order -- Russia and China -- not to help the Iranian 
government complete its nuclear reactor." In her syndicated column, Kirkpatrick expresses 
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incredulity at Iran's claim to want nuclear technology only for inexpensive energy. She also lists 
a host of other problems with the NPT. But Kirkpatrick nevertheless declares that the NPT "is 
still the best answer in sight." Only if the question is: How can the United Nations be given a 
monopoly on nuclear weapons? That, indisputably, is the objective. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


Clinton Policy: Negotiate Nukes Into Dangerous Hands 

Since Bill Clinton's horrendous nuclear deal with North Korea has apparently been 
unraveling, and Russia and Red China have shown little indication of reversing their policies of 
helping Iran obtain components needed for nuclear weapons, and since Senate Banking 
Committee Chairman Al D'Amato (R-NY) was gaining momentum for an embargo with teeth 
against Tehran, President Clinton had to do something. He did. The result has been misdirection, 
posturing, and equivocation. 

The President announced, in remarks made before the World Jewish Council in New 
York, that he was convinced "that instituting a trade embargo with Iran is the most effective way 
our nation can help curb Iran's drive to acquire devastating weapons and support for terrorist 
activities." Wasn't there already an embargo against Iran? Yes, but only against U.S. companies 
importing Iranian oil. Because of loopholes purposely left in the policy, those companies and 
their subsidiaries had been the largest purchasers of crude oil from Iran, some $4 billion 
annually. 

This latest embargo (which also includes a ban on the relatively small amount, $326 
million, of U.S. exports to Tehran) is supposed to stop those U.S. companies from reselling that 
crude, though independent subsidiaries may still do so. In addition, since the Administration 
made but perfunctory efforts with other countries, there is almost no major allied backing for the 
move, and its overall economic impact is widely expected to be negligible. 

Russian Aid 

President Clinton has said he finds it "disturbing" that Russia is going ahead with plans to 
provide reactors to Iran, and that it may also sell centrifuge equipment that would shorten the 
time Iran needs to make bomb-grade uranium. Secretary of State Warren Christopher, who calls 
Iran the world's "foremost sponsor of state terrorism," recently detailed some of the ways Tehran 
has been attempting to acquire nuclear capability, including what he says was an unsuccessful 
attempt to purchase enriched uranium from Kazakhstan in 1992. 

As a signatory to the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, Iran is perfectly within its "fights" 
to get "civilian" nuclear technology from a weapon-producing country such as Russia. Boris 
Yeltsin has promised that Moscow will "exercise strict supervision of the same light-water 
reactors that the U.S. is arranging with South Korea and Japan for a total of $4.5 billion for the 
benefit of North Korea." 

Meanwhile, North Korea has been ratcheting up the pressure on Washington as it sees fit. 
It should be noted that Pyongyang is also a signatory to the NPT, yet has stood in the way of full 
inspections. An intelligence community report, excerpts of which have appeared in the 
Washington Times, indicates that the U.S. government knows its nuclear policy with North 
Korea is doomed to fail. The draft of an apparent "national intelligence estimate" says that North 
Korea would only dismantle its nuclear program "if it had covertly developed another source of 
fissile material" for weapons. The intelligence estimate predicts that Pyongyang will probably go 
ahead with threatened refueling of its reactor at Yongbyon. Not that all of this need happen at 
once. North Korea can be expected, says the report, to "evade, delay and seek to minimize 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- www.thenewamerican.com 


compliance" with inspections. Language in the Agreed Framework is so nebulous that it could be 
ten years or more before the new reactors (somewhat less dangerous than the existing one which 
produces plutonium, a key ingredient in nuclear weapons) are sufficiently complete. 

But our government has ensured a win-win situation for North Korea. The U.S. is 
immediately required to guarantee North Korea 500,000 tons of heavy oil per year (some of 
which already has been diverted to North Korea's military). This amount, writes Henry Sokolski 
in Defense News (which is nearly half of North Korea's current consumption and more than 50 
times the energy it currently generates with nuclear power) must be continued "for as many years 
as it takes to complete the first [light-water] reactor. The U.S. must eliminate trade and 
investment barriers to North Korea right away, opening the way to previously taboo Japanese 
and South Korean private investment in the North. Thus, the agreement provides North Korea 
with critical capital and gas it lacks and allows it to hold on to all of its nuclear weapons 
materials and facilities until substantial progress is made on building the first nuclear power 
plant." 

The U.S. government has expressed joy simply because North Korea is willing to talk 
again. Pyongyang, which negotiated and fought the Korean War simultaneously for years, is 
undoubtedly happy, too. As the above-cited intelligence report notes, Pyongyang will "negotiate 
to the brink by threatening to break the nuclear freeze as leverage on the United States." Sure 
enough, North Korea, despite promising otherwise during last year's talks, is prolonging matters 
and refusing to accept replacement reactors from South Korea. 

Drawing Down the Nation 

While other nations arm (including the terrorist states over which the President has 
expressed concern), the U.S. government has been dismantling thousands of strategic and tactical 
nuclear weapons, and refusing to deploy a strategic missile defense of the United States. The 
Clinton Administration favors a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing, and has also been trying 
to fashion the shackles of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (made with the Soviet Union 
and relating to strategic weapons) into more restrictive handcuffs with a pact covering even 
theater weapons. The overall disarmament strategy, which would help seal the doom on our 
national sovereignty, would put a nuclear monopoly into the hands of United Nations guardians. 
That is the ultimate purpose of the Nonproliferation Treaty. 


-- W.P.H. 


Q. How many federal employees are supposed to be cut by the Clinton Administration? How 
much of that hit is going to come from the Defense Department? 
-- L.L, Laconia, NH 


A. According to the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994, there are supposed to be 
272,900 federal positions cut by the end of 1999. Al Gore's "reinventing" of government is less 
than meets the eye; some agencies are even increasing their numbers. For example, the 
Environmental Protection Agency has been hiring as full-time workers many former contract 
employees. 

As for the Department of Defense, its civilian employees have been bearing the brunt of 
the actual cuts so far. In fact, 98 percent of this year's cuts will come from Defense. From 1993 
until fiscal 1996, it is expected that there will be 157,000 full-time federal positions cut by the 
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Clinton Administration; however, 131,000 of those eliminated will be civilian Defense posts. 

The remaining 26,000 jobs to be cut, though relatively small, actually are somewhat 
magnified in context. As the Wall Street Journal has pointed out, 9,500 of them "come from the 
Resolution Trust Corp. and Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. Those two banking agencies grew 
like Topsy to manage the savings and loan debacle, but are now cutting back as the bailout ends. 
The RTC is even supposed to go out of business this year. The bottom line is that over the course 
of the Clinton Presidency, the non-Defense, non-S&L part of the government will cut a measly 
16,500 full-time positions out of some 1.2 million." 

President Clinton has claimed that he is making the federal bureaucracy "the smallest it 
has been since John Kennedy was President." But, as the Journal explained on February 21st, 
"excluding Defense, total executive branch employment will be 1,181,000 in 1996. Back in 
1963, when JFK was President, total non-Defense employment was a mere 861,000." 

Q. How much does the National Education Association charge its members for dues? 
-- R.K., Boulder City, NV 


A. Dues to the NEA, the country's richest and arguably most partisan labor union, average 
more than $400 annually. This brings into the NEA's coffers a huge amount with which to do its 
leftist politicking, some $750 million in 1992-93, as Forbes has reported. 

Not that all 2.1 million NEA members necessarily buy the line that its bosses put out. For 
example, The American Enterprise magazine noted not long ago that 22 percent of the teachers 
in the NEA have their own children enrolled in private schools -- about twice the national 
average. 

Q. Is Mobil generating power for communist Vietnam? 

-- W.S.V., Mount Pleasant, SC 


A. Last year Mobil began drilling off the Vietnamese coast, where it had struck oil during the 
Vietnam War. And in mid-April, Mobil Corporation announced its plans for a power-generating 
plant in the vicinity of Ho Chi Minh City (Saigon). Among the announced partners in the power 
plant arrangement are Raytheon Engineers and Constructors Inc. and Vietnam's Ministry of 
Energy and Electricity, 

A spokesperson for Mobil has acknowledged, "We're getting in on the ground floor in a 
country that is developing its energy infrastructure." Mobil is also trying to set up power projects 
in Communist China. 

Q. How many abortions are performed each year through the efforts of Planned Parenthood? 

-- C.W., Norton Shores, MI 


A. Planned Parenthood would prefer to point to their "services" other than abortion. For 
instance, one spokesperson claims that the organization prevents 270,000 abortions annually 
"through contraceptive services and abortion counseling." 

Yet, according to the records of Planned Parenthood, its clinics performed upwards of 
134,000 abortions in 1992. About one-third of Planned Parenthood's funding, according to its 
statistics, comes from government grants, $238.2 million in such subsidies (during a recent 
18-month period) from total funding of $693.7 million. 

Q. How well, or how poorly, has the personal exemption for children stayed with the times, as 
related to other costs of living? 
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-- L.L., Davie, FL 


A. In 1948, the personal exemption allowed for a child was $600 each. At that level, the 
exemption shielded 68 percent of the average family's income, with the rest covered by the 
standard deduction. The figure for the personal exemption has gone up some in recent years, 
$2,450 for the last tax year. However, that hardly keeps up with other expenses: To be worth the 
same today, relative to the earlier figure, it has been estimated that the personal exemption would 
need to be between $7,000 and $8,000. 


Q. Has euthanasia ever been televised to promote its use? 
--N.S., Florence, AZ 


A. Last October, despite the fact that euthanasia is still technically illegal in the Netherlands, 
Dutch television broadcast the "mercy killing" of a 63-year-old man named Cees van Wendel de 
Joode. The filming of the controversial event, which took place that previous March on the 
victim's birthday, showed a lethal injection being given to the man, who suffered from 
amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, sometimes called "Lou Gehrig's disease." 

A spokesman for the broadcasting association remarked that they were not promoting the 
policy (which, if certain procedures are followed carefully, carries no penalty to the doctors 
involved), but were merely showing accurately the procedure involved. On the other hand, Dr. 
Karel Gunning of the Dutch Doctors' Union expressed the opinion that it was "horrible that this 
is being brought into the family living room so that everyone can see." The doctor continued: "It 
shocks you to the bones to see the way people talk about doctors killing as if it is a normal thing 
to do." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


McNamara's Vietnam 
FR. JAMES THORNTON 


Were we "terribly wrong"? 


In his 1961 book The Conduct of War, renowned strategist and military historian 
General J.F.C. Fuller remarked of Dwight Eisenhower that he was "the complete 
non-Clausewitzian soldier" and that his much-vaunted strategy in the Second World War 
"revealed the poverty of [his] generalship." Fuller makes clear that these critical remarks have to 
do with what was Eisenhower's predilection for a style of warfare that was ponderous, 
unimaginative, and very costly in terms of destructiveness and in terms of the blood of both 
soldiers and civilians. We won that war, of course, but if Fuller is correct in his assessments, it 
could have been won more quickly, less destructively, and with far less loss of life. 

Liberal Lunacy 

Had General Fuller lived long enough to read Robert S. McNamara's new book, In 
Retrospect: The Tragedy and Lessons of Vietnam, his opinion of the former Secretary of 
Defense would doubtless have been much harsher than even his somewhat stinging judgment 
against Eisenhower. The Vietnam War pitted the greatest military power in the world against a 
fifth-rate, Third-World despotism, yet it dragged on unnecessarily for over a decade, was 
enormously costly in lives and in the devastation wrought both to Vietnam and to the social 
fabric of the United States, and, ultimately, despite the heroism and sacrifice of our soldiers, 
sailors, Marines, and airmen, was lost. 
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Moreover, thanks to conniving politicians like Robert McNamara, that loss, while it can 
never reflect on the resourcefulness and bravery of our fighting men, left a deep stain on the 
honor of the United States, a statin which McNamara's book does nothing to efface. McNamara 
declares that "we were wrong, terribly wrong." Yet, reading his book we quickly realize that this 
does not signify any admission as to where he went wrong, why the U.S. lost, or what it means to 
be a Secretary of Defense in wartime. And, it definitely does not signify an enhanced 
understanding of the art of war on the part of the author. 

When McNamara writes that "we were wrong, terribly wrong," he refers not to the 
manner in which he supervised the war in Vietnam, but to the very idea that America should 
have opposed the innate expansionism of communist ideology. Apart from Vietnam, we must 
note that, during the years he served as Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara worked 
diligently to weaken America's defense posture. He forbade the development and deployment of 
an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defense system, even though he was fully aware that our enemy, 
the Soviets, were doing precisely that. He drastically cut the number of strategic bombers and 
slowed the production and deployment of nuclear aircraft carriers at a time when the Soviets 
were mobilizing for world hegemony. He stated publicly before the press in 1965, "War is waste 
and the preparation for war is waste .... I think that it would be a tremendous opportunity for us 
economically and socially to eliminate defense entirely. It would be a social good." 

With that sort of record and those kinds of comments, can we be in the least surprised 
that McNamara, a dedicated, lifelong liberal, would fail in Vietnam? 


Despite the preachments of numerous idealists and pacifists, no age has ever been totally 
peaceful, least of all our own. Even the Holy Scriptures tell us that the period just prior to the end 
of time will be marked by "wars and rumors of war." To those of us who are believers, this is a 
revelation that mankind will never be free from war in this world. 

Religion has never brought total peace to this world since there are always those who 
choose to war against God. Reason and rational planning will not bring total peace since men are 
not basically reasonable and rational creatures. And even the most tyrannical form of world 
government will not bring total peace since men cannot live forever under the repression of a 
cosmopolitan totalitarianism and will ultimately fight to regain freedom. 

No, warfare is part of human life and will always remain so. There will always be men 
who seek glory in conquest and who seek to extend the frontiers of their rule. Greed, too, is a 
constant in human nature and is one of the contributors to the ubiquitousness of war. On the 
other side, there will always be men who will forcefully resist foreign conquest and who will 
resist the destruction of their liberties. 

The Nature of War 

According to General Fuller, warfare, considered in an historical sense, may be said to 
have two causes: 1) biological/cultural, and 2) economic. To these two I believe that we must 
add a third cause, one which has arisen in the last 200 years, particularly since that explosion of 
hatred and degeneracy known as the French Revolution: ideological. 

The biological/cultural causes of war relate to the hostility and suspicion with which 
dissimilar cultures often view one another. In prehistoric and early historic times especially, war 
was sometimes sparked by such hostility that some biological and cultural entities disappeared 
forever from the historical record after failing to prevent their conquest and extermination. 
Antipathy today between groups such as Serbs and Croats or Turks and Armenians can be said to 
exemplify the kinds of motivations that result in biological/cultural wars. 

Economic warfare has also been with us since ancient times. General Fuller quotes from 
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a passage in Plato's Republic to illustrate the antiquity of the economic motivation in warfare. It 
amounts to this: A nation outstrips its ability to provide adequately for its own people on its own 
land and, so, desires a piece of a neighboring country's land. In the age of absolute monarchies, 
France, Austria, and the German principalities often vied with one another in this manner for bits 
of territory. In modern times, great trading nations have made war to buttress their economic 
positions in the world or to prevent the rise of other, younger, more vigorous nations that might 
threaten to intrude into international markets. The creation of great overseas empires in the 19th 
century was directly connected to this phenomenon. Let us add here that it was once fashionable 
to blame all wars on economic factors and to explain the entire course of history from this 
perspective. A more conscientious study of history shows, however, that this view is valid only 
at certain times and in certain places. 

In our own time ideology has played a tremendous role in fomenting wars. Yet, we err if 
we believe that this circumstance is unique to our time. In many respects the Thirty Years' War 
of the 17th century and the Napoleonic wars of the early 19th century presaged the ideological 
wars of the 20th, since in all of these instances terrible and blood-drenched conflicts were fought 
over the most fundamental issues having to do with how men should live. 

The rise to power of various ideologies in the years between the two world wars set the 
stage for tremendous carnage, demonstrating beyond question that great numbers of men will 
happily give their lives not only for God, family, and country, but also for ideas. The great 
military contest that is the subject of this commentary, the Vietnam War, is a prime example of a 
20th century ideological conflict. 


It is curious that Robert McNamara has changed his mind, the same man who professed to 
believe in the early 1960s that the war in Vietnam was an ideological war initiated by an 
international communist conspiracy and aimed at the destruction of freedom in South Vietnam 
and, eventually, throughout Southeast Asia. Though he supported the deployment of American 
military personnel to that country to defend it against a savagely aggressive ideology, he now 
claims that this was a mistaken view. 

Vietnam was not really an ideological war but an internal Vietnamese matter, a civil war, 
according to McNamara, in which a great nationalist leader, Ho Chi Minh, merely fought to win 
the unification of his country. This opinion, of course, should be familiar to anyone who lived 
during the 1960s since it was repeated endlessly by the liberal press and by such professional 
leftists as Jane Fonda (known by our troops as "Hanoi Jane"), who (may we never forget) visited 
our enemy during the war and was filmed sitting on one of the very same anti-aircraft guns used 
to down American jets. 

Red Kudos 

The anti-anti-communist theory of modern history should also be familiar to those who 
remember the political climate of the 1940s and '50s, since egghead leftists painted virtually the 
same flattering portraits of Mao Tse-tung and Fidel Castro. The only reason, according to this 
line of thinking, that Ho, Mao, and Castro finally turned to communism and became rather 
indecorous in their use of lethal force against hundreds of thousands (and in some cases millions) 
of their own helpless citizens was that the United States failed to grasp that each was a harmless 
"agrarian reformer" and the "George Washington" of his respective country, and frightened these 
wonderful humanitarian souls by our wicked militarism. 

Significantly, the Vietnamese Foreign Ministry issued a statement on April 13, 1995 
saying that Hanoi is delighted with McNamara's book and wholly agrees with his appraisal of the 
war. "We hold that Mr. McNamara's opinion saying that the United States was 'terribly wrong' in 
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the Vietnam War is a judgement suitable with the reality," a communist Vietnamese spokesmen 
observed. President Clinton, a war protester and draft evader during the Vietnam era, also drew 
strength from the book, claiming that he and the others who took to the streets to oppose the war 
have now been "vindicated." (Where, in Mr. Clinton's opinion, that leaves those who served 
loyally, who fought, and who died is anyone's guess.) 

Putting that whole "blame America" school of thought in succinct, guarded, implicit 
terms, McNamara states that we "underestimated the nationalist aspect of Ho Chi Minh's 
movement." Predictably however, he places a large measure of blame for these 
misapprehensions on "the McCarthy hysteria of the 1950s." That "hysteria," he writes, deprived 
otherwise brilliant men such as himself of the wisdom and the "sophisticated, nuanced insights" 
of experts like "John Paton Davies, Jr., John Stewart Service, and John Carter Vincent." 

Elsewhere, he laments that "1f we had had more Asia experts around us, perhaps we 
would not have been so simpleminded about China and Vietnam." For the sake of younger 
readers, let us recall that John Paton Davies Jr. was one of the State Department luminaries that 
gave us the communist victory in China in 1949 by consistently pressing the view that Mao was 
great, good, humane, and honest, while our ally, General Chiang Kai-shek, was bad, corrupt, 
cruel, and incompetent. Thus it is that U.S. General Albert C. Wedemeyer, in his memoirs, 
Wedemeyer Reports, characterizes Davies and his comrades by their obvious "sympathy for the 
Chinese Communists" and their "invariably ... favorable views of the Communists." 

Indeed it is true that, thanks to the efforts of Senator Joseph McCarthy and other 
anti-communists, our government was denied the "expertise" of the aforementioned men. Had 
that "expertise" been available, it is very likely that all of Southeast Asia, including Thailand and 
Indonesia, would have fallen to communism by the mid-1960s, much as China did in 1949. 


Wars, as we noted earlier, come in many shapes and sizes, and their causes are manifold. But 
irrespective of the many facets of war, there is one thing that is absolutely certain -- "there is no 
substitute for victory," to borrow the famous words of General Douglas MacArthur. This was 
true in the ancient world, where defeat meant generations of servitude, at best, and utter 
obliteration, at worst. In this age of ideological wars, what was valid for the ancient world is 
doubly true. 

Many observers in the 1960s believed that if we committed U.S. forces to assisting the 
South Vietnamese in surviving the onslaughts of their hostile, communist neighbors to the north, 
we should have done everything in our power to assure their victory. Instead, during the 
Administrations of Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson, our stated objective was always a 
negotiated settlement. Victory, in the true meaning of that word, was not a part of our 
government's calculations. 

Wasted Opportunities 

We could have defeated the communists with relative ease in 1954, before Vietnam was 
partitioned, by supporting our French NATO ally in maintaining its dominion over Indochina. 
Some comparatively moderate U.S. air strikes against communist guerrillas around Dien Bien 
Phu would have assured a French victory and crippled the Reds for years, if not decades. A 
unified anti-communist Vietnam, under the leadership of Emperor Bao Dai, would then have 
been possible and no Vietnam War, as we now understand those words, would ever have taken 
place. Instead the U.S., under the Eisenhower Administration, sponsored the division of the 
country into a communist North and a free South, thus setting the stage for disaster. 

A second chance to prevent a communist triumph in Southeast Asia presented itself 
during the period in which President Ngo Dinh Diem led South Vietnam. There is some reason 
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to suspect that Diem was not everything he appeared to be and that his regime had suffered some 
degree of communist infiltration. But he was the leader of the country when the war commenced 
and he apparently possessed some capabilities insofar as running the country is concerned. We 
certainly might have done better than Diem, but it was sheer lunacy to promote, as our 
government did, the overthrow and murder of this man in the middle of a life-and-death straggle. 

Since that happened in 1963, during the Kennedy years when Robert McNamara was in 
charge of our Department of Defense, he is fully culpable, though in his book he claims that he 
was on vacation when the idea first surfaced. As predicted by astute observers of the situation in 
Southeast Asia, after Diem's murder the government of South Vietnam sank into a state of the 
most abysmal chaos and corruption. Such fighting spirit as the South Vietnamese Army 
possessed plummeted sharply, as even McNamara admits. McNamara says that after the coup 
"the most shocking thing was that we faced an utter political vacuum in South Vietnam and had 
no basis for proceeding on any course compatible with U.S. objectives." 

One wonders, then, since that was the case, and since a number of men had warned of the 
disarray that must follow any successful coup against the legitimate government of the country, 
why it was ever done. Our first failure, in refusing to support the French at Dien Bien Phu, 
assured the partition of the country, giving the communists a base of operations to launch an 
attack on the South. Our second failure, in plotting the overthrow of the Diem regime, thrust 
Vietnam into such utter confusion that direct American military intervention, in the form of air 
and ground forces, became inevitable. But, even at that point, all was not yet lost. The U.S. and 
its South Vietnamese allies could still have won the war in a comparatively short period of time. 
We still had a third chance to achieve victory. 


Though he claims he did not believe so when the war began, McNamara says that by 1967 he 
came to accept that the war could not be won. And why did he lose faith in victory? First of all, 
he questions the basic character of the South Vietnamese people, evidently believing that they 
were incapable of the sustained effort necessary to maintain their independence. The mystery in 
that argument is that the North Vietnamese people (ethnologically no different from their 
southern brothers) were capable of a sustained effort, which demonstrates that the argument by 
McNamara is self-serving nonsense. 

Second, he contends that the American bombing campaign against the communist North 
had virtually no effect on the North's infiltration of communist troops and supplies into South 
Vietnam. What he fails to say is that, while the bombing was seemingly impressive from the 
standpoint of the sheer tonnage of explosives dropped on the North and over infiltration routes to 
the South, it was so restricted by political decrees from Washington that it could not indeed have 
been ultimately decisive in winning the war. Many military professionals advocated hitting the 
North at its Achilles' Heel, the system of dikes, dams, and canals on which its primitive 
agricultural infrastructure was built. That was absolutely forbidden by McNamara and his 
entourage. 

Additionally, transportation corridors running towards China and the port of Haiphong, 
both of which were responsible for the massive supplies coming in from communist allies, were 
never struck hard for fear of grievously irritating our Soviet and Chinese adversaries. We might 
consider, in that connection, that in the 1960s the U.S. possessed a nine-to-one superiority over 
the Soviets in intercontinental atomic missiles and a technological superiority in nearly every 
class of strategic weapons. China possessed no strategic weapons delivery systems at all, and had 
only just tested an early, crude atomic bomb. In other words, despite liberal statements to the 
contrary, neither of the communist giants at that time constituted a serious threat to the U.S. 
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In our war with North Vietnam, a patriotic U.S. government might have issued statements 
to both China and the USSR that this country would brook no interference from either of them, 
and there is every reason to assume that they would have backed down. But McNamara holds 
that he feared war with the Soviets and the Chinese and for that reason limited the air campaign 
over Vietnam. 


Few Americans at that time understood just how heavy the shackles were on the courageous 
men who piloted American planes over the North. In his superb essay on the war, The Tragedy 
of Southeast Asia (THE NEW AMERICAN, February 1, 1988), Vietnam veteran R.D. Patrick 
Mahoney writes that in the air war over North Vietnam, American pilots were heavily restricted 
by an ever-changing series of complex rules, set in place by Washington politicians. Among the 
many outrageous and ridiculous restrictions were these: 

¢ SAM missile sites could not be bombed while they were under construction and while 
they remained relatively harmless to our planes. They could be bombed only after they became 
operational and therefore lethally dangerous. 

¢ Pilots were not permitted to attack communist MIGs parked on enemy runways. They 
could only be attacked after they were in the air, had been carefully identified, and had shown 
hostile intentions. Even then, enemy air bases could not be attacked. 

* U.S. pilots could not attack enemy military truck depots located more than 200 yards 
from a road. Trucks traveling on roads could be attacked, but the moment they left the roadway it 
was forbidden for American pilots to molest them in any way. 

¢ Enemy troops could not be bombed unless a South Vietnamese forward air controller 
was with attacking aircraft. This was true even if communist troops were clearly visible and were 
being pointed at by an officer on the ground. 

Intentional Defeat 

These are only a few examples of what the liberals and leftists of the Kennedy and 
Johnson Administrations thought an anti-communist air campaign should be. Clearly; 
McNamara is absolutely correct that the sort of bombing campaign he and his cohorts devised 
had little impact on our enemy. Many observers of that arena wonder if it was deliberately 
designed that way. General Curtis LeMay, the first leader of the United States Strategic Air 
Command and a true authority in air warfare, said of McNamara's War, "It is a war in which we 
are attempting to win without winning, trying to destroy without destroying. It is an 
Alice-in-Wonderland war." Another U.S. General, Ira C. Eaker, writes, "The enemy was told ... 
that we would not bomb populated areas, heavy industry, canals, dams, and other critical targets 
-- and thus sanctuaries were established by us along the Chinese border and around Haiphong 
and Hanoi. This permitted the enemy to concentrate anti-aircraft defenses around the North 
Vietnamese targets that our Air Force was permitted to attack -- 'greatly increasingly our 
casualties. Missiles, oil, and ammunition were permitted to enter Haiphong harbor unmolested 
and without protest..." 

A truly efficient air campaign against our communist adversaries could have eliminated 
their ability to commit troops and deliver equipment and supplies to South Vietnam. Proper, 
comprehensive attacks against the enemy port of Haiphong would have brought 70 percent of the 
flow of war supplies from abroad to a dead halt. Similar attacks against the country's 
transportation corridors to the north, towards China, would have eliminated the remaining 30 
percent. The destruction of the North's system of dikes would have wrecked the ability of that 
nation to feed its troops and its own population. With that kind of air campaign, followed 
immediately by an invasion of the North (preferably by South Vietnamese troops, with air 
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support from the U.S.), the war would have ended in total victory and a united, free Vietnam. 

But a prerequisite to a winning campaign would have been that our government declare 
its determination to win. Instead, McNamara, his bosses, and his immediate civilian subordinates 
declared a willingness to negotiate! "These leaders made such frequent and pleading proposals to 
the enemy to come to the peace table," writes General Eaker, "that Ho Chi Minh drew the natural 
conclusion that he was winning...." 


Robert McNamara suggests that any really concerted air war against the North would have 
been "genocidal"; he tries to frighten or horrify us with this bogeyman at least three times in his 
book. That, needless to say, is pure liberal eyewash. McNamara's straight-jacketed air and 
ground campaigns assured a protracted, seemingly endless conflict that caused maximum loss of 
life and destruction of property on all sides, especially in the South, and slowly wore down the 
patience, confidence, and morale of the South Vietnamese and American peoples. 

During the Vietnam War, U.S. Major General Gilbert L. Myers addressed the concerns of 
those people who thought, like McNamara, that effective warfare means greater casualties: "You 
can't win wars necessarily by killing people. You've got to overwhelm the enemy. And when you 
overwhelm him, you kill fewer people than you do by picking at him day after day -- as we do 
now." 

McNamara's book is shot through with expressions such as, "we often did not have time 
to think straight," "our government lacked experts for us to consult to compensate for our 
ignorance," "we failed to consider," "we badly misread," "we lacked experience," "we had 
failed," "we still failed," "we never realized," "We were wrong," "we might have acted 
differently," "a signal and costly failure to foresee the implications of our actions," and so forth. 

One would wish that what McNamara means by all of that negativism is that we should 
have given communism so sound a thrashing in Southeast Asia that it would have crumbled then 
and there, but that we failed to grasp our opportunity. Alas, what he actually means is that we 
should never have attempted to stop communism, in Southeast Asia or anywhere else. The 
motley melange of hard-core communists, radical "hippies," drug peddlers, anarchists, young 
wackos (including, at the time, young Billy Clinton), vacuous movie and music entertainers, and 
other openly subversive elements set out in the mid-1960s to wreck our war effort and, in the 
process, to undermine and radicalize American society. What most Americans did not know then 
was that the thinking of Robert S. McNamara, the man in direct control of our armed forces, was 
apparently in harmony with these revolutionaries and mutineers. 

"Conflict Resolution" 

McNamara's mind-set is fully realized near the end of the book. In his final chapter he 
decries U.S. defense spending "at its current exorbitant level" since such spending slashes into 
"the financing of domestic programs equally vital for our security." He refers, naturally, to 
various federal welfare schemes of the sort launched by his mentors, Presidents Kennedy and 
Johnson, which programs, elsewhere in the book, he praises highly. He then proposes a system 
for "conflict resolution" based on "a reorganized and strengthened United Nations together with 
new and expanded regional organizations." But this mind-set is hardly surprising, in view of his 
membership in the Trilateral Commission and Council on Foreign Relations. 

In conjunction with this ever-so-slightly veiled demand for world government, 
McNamara has placed an appendix near the end of his book entitled "The Nuclear Risks of the 
1960s and Their Lessons for the Twenty-first Century." In this brief addendum he calls for the 
total elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world. "I believe we can indeed ‘put the 
genie back in the bottle,"" he writes. Like his blather about "conflict resolution," the former 
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Secretary of Defense's notion that "the genie" can be "put back in the bottle," assuming he means 
what he writes, shows that he "has learned nothing and forgotten nothing," as an old aphorism 
says. 

In Retrospect is ostensibly a volume about the "tragedy and lessons of Vietnam." 
Reading it at face value would convince one that Robert McNamara, through all his experiences, 
has never comprehended the nature of mankind, the nature of history, and the nature of warfare. 
More than anything else about his latest work, this perception looms like a great mountain in the 
midst of a desert wasteland. 

However, it is difficult for a thoughtful reader of McNamara's book to imagine that a man 
in his highly sensitive position during the war would not have realized that the very policies he 
supported as Secretary of Defense not only made the war unwinnable for the U.S., but resulted in 
the needless sacrifice of tens of thousands of American lives. Undoubtedly, General Curtis 
LeMay had Robert McNamara in mind when he spoke in 1968, while the war still raged: "The 
real war mongers are right here. They are the men who needlessly prolong the war by failing to 
win it. They are the men who make future wars inevitable by appeasing and aiding those who 
wage wars today." General LeMay's bitter words speak the truth of the real tragedy of the 
Vietnam War. 


Defeat in Vietnam: Incompetence or Willful Intent? 


Much of the U.S. news media virtually celebrated, rather than lamented, the recent 20th 
anniversary of communism's Vietnam victory, Rather than remind Americans of communism's 
ruthless record, and the extent to which U.S. policy fueled both sides of the war while 
hamstringing our military forces, many journalists and commentators opted to highlight such 
issues as the supposed desirability of full U.S. diplomatic and economic relations with Hanoi. 

The liberal media has virtually ignored the incredible cruelties that accompanied 
communism's rise to power in Vietnam. For example: 

¢ North Vietnam's President, Ho Chi Minh, dispatched his enemies on occasion by 
burying them alive in fields, so only their heads were above ground, then having harrows driven 
back and forth to, in the words of one report, "scratch and tear and chop those living heads like 
so many small tree stumps...." 

¢ A teacher accused of holding secret religious classes for some of his students had his 
tongue cut off, while the children who had listened had wooden chopsticks rammed into their 
ears, splitting the ear canal and tearing the ear drum. 

¢ The chief of a small hamlet near Da Nang had his tongue cut out as his pregnant wife 
and four children were forced to watch. Then his genitals were sliced off and sewn inside his 
bloody mouth. As he died, the Vietcong slashed open his wife's womb, then murdered three of 
his children by ramming bamboo lances through one ear and out the other. 

During the war, it was well known that North Vietnam was receiving most of its 
assistance from the Soviet Union and other communist nations. Yet our government, through 
massive aid to and trade with the Soviet Union and other Red nations, indirectly stocked and 
replenished the enemy's war machine. During a news conference on March 4, 1969, President 
Richard Nixon acknowledged that the Soviets were furnishing "80 percent to 85 percent of the 
sophisticated military equipment for the North Vietnamese forces. Without that assistance, North 
Vietnam would not have the capability to wage the major war they are against the United States." 
Yet U,S. trade with the Soviet Union actually increased during his first term, even as the war 
escalated. 
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Remember the State Department's infamous Publication 8117 (Private Boycotts vs. The 
National Interest), which brazenly asserted: "All American citizens should know that any 
American businessman who chooses to engage in peaceful trade with the Soviet Union or 
Eastern European countries and to sell the goods he buys is acting within his rights and is 
following the policy of his government." 

On the other hand, the State Department publication asserted that "any organization, 
however patriotic in intention, that undertakes to boycott, blacklist, or otherwise penalize or 
attack any American business for engaging in peaceful trade with Eastern European countries or 
the Soviet Union, is acting against the interests of the United States." 

That was August 1966. A few months later, it was announced that our government had 
agreed to relieve communist Poland of the need to repay about $17 million in debt owed to the 
United States. That very day (April 12, 1967), a Polish merchant ship was spotted in Haiphong 
Harbor unloading supplies for an enemy busily engaged in killing and maiming Americans. 
There are hundreds, possibly thousands, of similar incidents that combine to reveal a willful U,S. 
policy of dragging out the war, making it as destructive as possible (especially for American 
society), then letting the communists have what they wanted in the first place. 

Some observers have concluded that our Vietnam policy, as conceived and implemented 
by Insiders such as McNamara, was de facto, if not de jure (since the war was undeclared), 
treason. Is that term, with its implication of willful intent rather than mere bumbling, too harsh? 
Consider one final example: 

On February 1, 1968, President Lyndon Johnson stated, in response to anti-war critics 
who were urging him to stop bombing the North Vietnamese, that it was "clear" to him what 
would happen if he did. He asserted: "The enemy force in the South would be larger. It would be 
better equipped. The war would be harder, The losses would be greater, The difficulties would be 
longer. And one thing you can be sure: It would cost many more American lives." 

His evaluation was obviously and unquestionably correct. Yet, less than two months 
later, he announced (March 31st) that he had "ordered our aircraft and our naval vessels to make 
no attacks on North Vietnam" in an area that he said "includes almost 90 percent of North 
Vietnam's population, and most of its territory." Later in the year he halted all bombing of the 
North. 

Within months, the North Vietnamese had rebuilt all important airfields, railroads, ports, 
highways, and bridges that had been damaged or destroyed by U.S. bombers. They had improved 
their air defense network to the point that the anti-aircraft systems were better than a year earlier. 
During the year following the President's announcement, U.S. casualties (killed and wounded) 
increased by a staggering 68 percent. 

President Johnson and his policymakers were not mistaken in this instance. They did not 
blunder. They knew (because the President said so in advance) that the bombing halt Would 
prove disastrous to our military personnel and helpful to the enemy. 

* * * 

Robert McNamara stepped down as Defense Secretary on February 29, 1968 to become 
president of the World Bank. The previous day, as a going away present, President Johnson 
awarded him the Medal of Freedom, the nation's highest civilian award. The accompanying 
citation stated, in part, that "you have brought a new dimension to defense planning and to 
decision-making." 

He surely had! 


-- ROBERT W. LEE 
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WORTH REPEATING 


In this writer's opinion, we should never have become involved in Vietnam at all. But, 


-- ROBERT WELCH (1967) 
Founder of the John Birch Society 


The only reason American soldiers are bleeding and dying in Vietnam today is because 
our leaders have tied their hands behind their backs. The only reason we haven't had victory in 
Vietnam is because our leaders have done everything possible to avoid it. 


This last bombing halt is the sorriest thing I ever saw. I can't see any difference in this 
bombing halt than any of the others. The Communists have used every lull to resupply their 
troops and get ready for increased activity. Every time our fighting men have hit them hard, the 
politicians give them a chance to recover. And this only leads to increased casualties for our own 
troops. 

-- GEN. CURTIS E. LEMAY (1968) 
Former Air Force Chief of Staff 


I played a lot of football in my day. You are in there to win the game, so you don't ever 
tell the opposing team when you are going to try a pass or make an end run. But this is exactly 
what we are doing in Vietnam. We even tell Ho that we have no intention of destroying either 
his economy or government. Therefore he knows that there are vitally important targets we 
cannot destroy. 

-- GEN. NATHAN F. TWINING (1968) 
Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 


At no time in the entire history of warfare has a war been won through minor escalations. 
Yet this is what we are doing in Vietnam -- using minor escalations. So the enemy must feel that 
he can hold out. His reasoning goes: "We're not being hit as badly as we thought we would be. 
We can hold out this way long enough for the peace-doves in the United States to prevail."... 
Then there's the matter of body counts. I believe this was Mr. McNamara's idea -- to 
release counts on the number of enemy dead versus our own dead. But body counts don't mean a 
thing -- they're barbaric to begin with -- because you don't want to kill people: you want to 
paralyze an enemy to the point where he is convinced that he must lose if he continues the war. 
We are not doing this today in Vietnam. And as a result, our own people are becoming 
discouraged, tired, disinterested and disenchanted. 
-- ADM. ARLEIGH A. BURKE (1968) 
Former Chief of Naval Operations 


We have never won the war in Korea -- because of our methods. We are not winning in 
Vietnam for the same reason. If we are going to fight a war -- we should fight it. 
-- GEN. GEORGE H. DECKER (1968) 
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Former Army Chief of Staff 


The worst thing you can do in a war is to fight it piecemeal -- because then you 
encourage the enemy to keep going. And we're piecemealing the whole thing right now. I think 
we're winning, but very slowly. The enemy can't take all that pounding day after day and not be 
somewhat discouraged. But air power -- and any other power -- is not being used properly in 
North Vietnam. We're piecemealing it. 
-- GEN. THOMAS S. POWER (1968) 
Former Commander in Chief 
Strategic Air Command 


The war could continue for years if it is carried on at the present rate. We allow the North 
Vietnamese to get used to our bombing each time before we step it up. Then they get used to the 
step-up. And so it will go for a long, long time. Using this approach, at the very beginning we 
lost the element-of-surprise advantage that is vital to winning a war. That war would have been 
over in less than a year -- if we fought it correctly at the beginning. 

-- GEN. FREDERIC H. SMITH JR. (1968) 
Former Air Force Vice Chief of Staff 


Surprise, perhaps the greatest of the principles of war (confirmed by the Arab-Israeli 
conflict), was deliberately sacrificed when our leaders revealed our strategy and tactics to the 
enemy. For example, they told the enemy that he need not fear invasion of North Vietnam. 
Whether or not we ever intended to invade the North, we should have employed every ruse 
known to the military art to convince Ho Chi Minh that invasion was imminent. 


The enemy was told also that we would not bomb populated areas, heavy industry, 
canals, dams and other critical targets -- and thus sanctuaries were established by us along the 
Chinese border and around Haiphong and Hanoi. This permitted the enemy to concentrate 
anti-aircraft defenses around the North Vietnamese targets that our Air Force was permitted to 
attack -- greatly increasing our casualties. Missiles, oil and ammunition were permitted to enter 
Haiphong harbor unmolested and without protest. 
-- GEN. IRA C. EAKER (1968) 
Former Air Force Vice Chief of Staff 


Two years ago, we could have quickly defeated Hanoi. When you decide to apply force -- 
as we have decided to do -- then you must apply it at once and on as massive a scale as possible. 
But the way we're doing it is like someone suffering from a long illness that gradually 
gets worse. The gradual development allows the victim to become accustomed to more and more 
pain -- so he learns to bear it. While if he were in an accident and broke a leg, or suffered an even 
worse, more abrupt shock, his tendency would be to give up .... In warfare, the element of 
surprised shock is vitally important. And we have not used that element in Vietnam. 
-- GENERAL ARTHUR G. TRUDEAU (1968) 
Former Army Chief of Research 
and Development 


What we're doing now violates every principle of warfare that we in the military have 
ever known. For comparison take the Israeli-Arab affair. Israel got there "firstest with the 
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mostest" -- and the war was over in six days. That's because they went all-out. 
You can't win wars necessarily by killing people. You've got to overwhelm the enemy. 
And when you overwhelm him, you kill fewer people than you do by picking at him day after 
day -- as we do now. 
-- GEN. GILBERT L. MEYERS (1968) 
Former Deputy Commander 
Seventh Air Force in Vietnam 


The faster you move in a war, the fewer casualties there are, and the sooner the fighting is 
over. This war could be won in less than three months, but not the way it is being fought now. 
-- GEN. PAUL D. HARKINS (1968) 
Former Commanding General 
of U.S. forces in Vietnam 


[T]he effects of the Vietnam War are: bankrupt our currency, destroy our military, 
increase government, destroy the will to resist, accelerate moral decline, and divide our people 
.... [T]he war in Vietnam is, in reality, a war on the American people by the American 
government. The only beneficiary is the oligarchy of Insiders who wish to rule us and the world. 

What then are we to do about Vietnam? Continuing the never-ending, no-win slaughter is 
abhorrent to all, except the Conspiracy. There are then two alternatives -- pull out, or win. To 
those who advocate "cut and run," I simply remind them that this is exactly what we did in 
Korea. We didn't win in Korea, and because we didn't, we're in Vietnam today .... 

And so, the only remaining alternative is victory. Why not victory? Does this mean 
dropping a nuclear bomb on every village and hamlet in Vietnam? No, of course not. Dozens of 
military men have stated that the war in Vietnam could be won in a few months if only they were 
allowed to seek victory. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS (1971) 
Mr. McManus is now publisher 
of THE NEW AMERICAN 
BUSINESS Hitting the 
Tort Jackpot 

Danger lurks everywhere these days, even in five-gallon plastic tubs of feta cheese. The 
containers of feta delivered to our restaurant come embellished with sketches of a baby falling 
head first into a bucket of cheese, which is preserved in liquid, and therefore comes complete 
with grim warnings of possible drownings in English and Spanish. Has anyone really ever 
drowned in a tub of feta cheese, I wondered, or is this warning just the result of a paranoid 
cheese producer or a plastic pail maker who is afraid of being sued? 

Business owners are nervous these days. Like citizens of a police state, we wait for the 
knock at the door. In Pittsburgh, a woman has filed a $25,000 lawsuit against a supermarket 
which sold her a package of chicken complete with a chicken's head. Upon seeing the chicken 
head, she claims she collapsed to the floor, became dysfunctional, and was unable to care for her 
children. 

A New Jersey lawyer has sued a coffee shop for causing his heart palpitations. It seems a 
waitress served him double espresso when he had ordered decaf. A McDonald's in Albany has 
just been sued for $600,000 by a woman who allegedly fell off a shifting toilet. The jury that 
awarded $2.9 million to the lady who spilled hot coffee on herself while bouncing along in her 
grandson's sports car, and the judge who later reduced it to a mere $640,000, make restaurant 
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owners think it's time to move somewhere more friendly to business, like Red China or Iran. 

Like people. who never bother bending over to pick up a penny, those who run the legal 
system can't be bothered with mere nuisance lawsuits. Lawyers think that anything under six 
figures is simply pocket change. In the funny money world of the legal seam, where serious 
money flows like water and the plundering and pillaging of businesses occur on a daily basis, 
$300,000 is viewed by many lawyers as a trivial sum. Ellen Vargyas, senior counsel at the 
National Women's Law Center, says the $300,000 damages awarded per incident to victims of 
sexual harassment as specified in the 1991 Civil Rights Act "are not exactly what I would call a 
pot of gold." 

To me, $300,000 is not only a pot of gold, but equals the bottom-line value of 
approximately 480,000 grape leaves, stuffed and rolled. When you roll and stuff grape leaves for 
a living, money has a way of taking on new meaning. 

To protect ourselves from a sexual harassment lawsuit like the recent one at a drive-in 
restaurant in Pittsburgh where an impolite customer asked a waitress out too many times, we are 
planning to inscribe the bar stools at our restaurant with a warning to patrons: "Caution: Anyone 
sitting here too long may be subject to unwanted sexual advances." So far, no one in our bar 
crowd is taking the discussion seriously. Everyone laughs and says that's why they sit there in the 
first place. They just hope the harassment will come from someone they like. The problem is that 
what sounds funny to a bunch of barroom dart players at 2 a.m. is no laughing matter to a 
courtroom full of serious litigants and a kook-show jury. There is little sense of humor evident in 
civil court. 

I attended the sexual harassment trial of the Pittsburgh Sports Bar, where songs like "If I 
Only Had a Brain" from the Wizard of Oz were thought by the bartender to be all in fun. In 
Common Pleas Court, singing that song in front of a waitress was offered as evidence of a hostile 
environment, and no one, including the jury, thought it was funny. In fact, such songs can be 
actionable at $300,000 a pop. This bartender also thought it was okay to serve a tray of cheese to 
a waitress who had reported him for harassment. "Here, Debbie," he said, "have some cheese. 
Rat rinks like cheese." This sentence became evidence of "retaliation" in court, also actionable at 
up to $300,000. The alleged harassment, which the owner knew nothing about, resulted in legal 
costs and fines of over $500,000. The owner was guilty by what is known in the law as the 
"should have known" standard, which reasons that an employer should have known of 
everything that occurred in his business. In the end, the Pittsburgh Sports Bar closed and 80 
people lost their jobs, which many testified were the best jobs they had ever had. 

I wish I could offer some words of cheer to my fellow restaurant owners to relieve their 
fears. | am reminded of the song Mr. Rogers sings to comfort children who are suffering from an 
irrational fear of going down the bathtub drain. "You'll never go down, you'll never go down, 
you'll never go down the drain," he sings. I would like to sing that song with gusto and 
conviction to my fellow owners, to reassure them that this is America and good citizens have 
rights and aren't hauled off in the night and destroyed by their government, but it would be a lie. 
The only phrase that has more meaning for us now, I'm afraid, is "Just because you're paranoid 
doesn't mean they're not out to get you." 

-- SARAH J. MCCARTHY 
Ms. McCarthy, co-owner of Amel's Restaurant in Pittsburgh, has been published in Barron's, 
Forbes, and The Quotable Woman. 
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FDA: Dangerous to Our Health 

Writing in the May issue of Reason magazine, Alexander Volokh of the Reason 
Foundation notes, "Tens of thousands of Americans die every year because they don't have 
access to the necessary medical technology," The chief culprit, Volokh contends, is the Food and 
Drug Administration. He reports, "Seven thousand people die every year because the FDA hasn't 
approved tile Ambu Cardiopump, a CPR device that is available in just about every other 
industrialized country." Similarly, "Nine hundred people die every year because the FDA hasn't 
approved the Omni-Carbon heart value, which also is in use just about everywhere else," 

Volokh writes that from "November 1988 to May 1992, about 3,500 kidney cancer 
patients died waiting for the FDA to approve the drug Interleukin-2, which was already available 
in France, Denmark and seven other European countries." 

The arbitrary nature of FDA approval is demonstrated by the case of RS Medical, which 
manufactures the muscle-stimulating devices RS-1 and RS-2. After marketing the products for 
five years, the company made some minor modifications, after which the FDA threatened to 
withdraw the agency's approval. The company filed suit, and the FDA agreed to allow the 
continued marketing of RS-1 and RS-2 provided that another application was submitted. 

RS Medical complied, but as related by Volokh, it "played a little prank on the FDA" by 
also hiring a consulting company "to submit the same applications under different names -- the 
BTM-100 and the BTM-200." In April 1992, the FDA held that "the BTM-100 was substantially 
equivalent to other stimulators on the market and allowed the consulting firm to sell the product. 
It did the same for the BTM-200 in July." But the review process for the identical RS-1 and RS-2 
devices "lasted a full year, until January 1993," and eventually the "FDA declared that the RS-1 
and RS-2 were not substantially equivalent to other muscle stimulators ... and denied the 
applications." 

RS Medical again filed suit, and the district court "found ‘glaring evidence of arbitrary 
action' in the FDA's different treatment of the two companies." The court "entered a permanent 
injunction against the FDA in December 1993," and also awarded RS Medical nearly $400,000 
in attorney fees. (P.O. Box 526, Mr. Morris, IL 61054) 

Eroding Ethic 

Dr. Jeffrey A. Singer, MD, laments the extent to which the traditional Hippocratic Ethic 
is being supplanted by the Veterinary Ethic as a health care standard. Writing in the April issue 
of The Freeman, he states that the "Hippocratic Ethic holds that a physicians' ultimate 
responsibility is to the patient. Consequently, all advice given regarding therapy is based upon 
what the physician perceives to be the patient's best interest. The Veterinary Ethic holds that the 
physician's ultimate responsibility is to the payer, and that advice is therefore based upon what 
the physician perceives to be in the payer's best interest," as when "the veterinarian recommends 
to an owner that an animal be 'put to sleep' rather than undergo costly treatment." 

According to Dr. Singer, a "recent well-known victim of the new medical ethics is former 
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin. He needed additional vaccinations because of the travel 
requirements of his job. His doctors gave him a vaccine slightly more risky than one which 
would have cost $1.55 more. Secretary Aspin was hospitalized in an Intensive Care Unit as a 
result." In contrast, when "Senator Bob Dole opted for a prostate-specific antigen test (PSA) in 
1991, it led to a biopsy that detected early prostate cancer, and then an operation which the 
Senator believes saved his life. Most managed care [health insurance] plans don't see much 
benefit in this blood test and therefore don't routinely provide it. Fortunately, Senator Dole had 
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the opportunity to make his own decision." (Foundation for Economic Education, 30 South 
Broadway, Irvington-on-Hudson, NY 10533) 
What Gulf War Syndrome? 

Writing in the May issue of The American Spectator, Michael Fumento asserts that the 
cause of most maladies collectively called Gulf War Syndrome "may lie a bit closer to home 
than the windswept deserts of the Middle East." For instance, the claim by one congressman that 
those afflicted suffer a "commonality of experiences" is refuted by the lengthy list of diverse 
symptoms that have been reported, ranging from aching muscles and kidney stones to sore gums 
and colon polyps. 

Fumento reports that the "illnesses attributed to Gulf War Syndrome also seem to have a 
peculiar way of targeting Americans. Although there are some ill Canadian, British, and 
Australian troops, as of last year no more than a few dozen of the 42,000 British troops who 
served in the war reported any mysterious illness." 

This is not to say that most of the veterans who say they are sick from exposure in the 
Gulf are not sincere. Fumento cites medical authorities on stress-related illness and recalls, 
"Phantom epidemics in which many people fall ill upon hearing they have been exposed to 
something harmful are not uncommon. Two years ago, more than 2,000 children in and around 
Cairo fell suddenly ill in an epidemic of fainting that some blamed on chemical and biological 
agents. The 'epidemic' proved to be only psychological." 

According to Fumento, "the closest Gulf War Syndrome comes to having a prime cause 
may be the American media." A study of 79 Indiana reservists who had served in the Gulf and 
later complained of a variety of symptoms found "that many of the symptoms appeared to arise 
in response to reports of other people being sick." Fumento quotes Army spokeswoman Virginia 
Stephanakis as saying, "When we have media reports of a particular symptom that hasn't been 
reported before, suddenly ... we'll get plenty of those." (P.O. Box 549, Arlington, VA 22216) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Choice in 


Medicine 

Alive and Well: One Doctor's Experience with Nutrition in the Treatment of Cancer 
Patients, by Philip E. Binzel Jr., MD, Westlake Village, CA: American Media, 1994, 143 pages, 
paperback, $9.95. Available from American Opinion Book Services, P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, 
W1 54913. Add $2.00 for postage and handling. 

A characteristic of the liberal mind-set is the conviction that most people are incompetent 
to manage their own private lives without interference from bureaucrats and so-called experts. It 
is precisely this kind of activity in which a large portion of government bumbledom is involved, 
piloting ordinary folk through the supposed pitfalls of life and dictating to them about a 
thousand-and-one commonplace things. Should any citizen fail to heed the commands of the 
central-government nursemaids, a sharp rap on the knuckles in the form of civil or criminal 
proceedings, the peremptory confiscation of the transgressor's private property, or even prison 
time, is deemed appropriate. 

To say that this state of affairs is the exact opposite of the Founding Fathers' intentions is 
to utter an understatement of towering magnitude. Even worse, the more efficient the minions of 
government become in circumscribing the legitimate activities of decent citizens, the less 
efficient they are in fulfilling their proper, constitutional role of protecting the nation from 
enemies, both foreign and domestic. 

While many Americans are paralyzed by the sheer size and power of the modern federal 
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leviathan, there is a particular kind of person who does not take kindly to bullying. That sort of 
person is a true descendant of earlier generations of Americans -- tenacious, sensible, and 
altogether disinclined to truckle before the blustering of supercilious authorities. Such a man is 
the author of the present volume, a medical doctor, whose intrepid stand in the face of official 
lies, threats, and illegalities should serve as an inspiration to us all. 

Two main themes prevail throughout the 14 chapters of Alive and Well. The first deals 
with the right of patients to seek relief from the effects of a life-threatening disease by choosing a 
form of therapy that, while not "officially approved," nevertheless provides cures to many and 
affords much of the remainder a higher quality of life than they otherwise would enjoy. 
Establishment bureaucrats, we discover, are determined to deny patients that right, usually in the 
name of "protecting citizens from their own folly." 

Dr. Binzel relates many interesting and outrageous examples of the fatuous and obdurate 
stance of government and other health authorities in attempting to prevent him from fulfilling the 
desire of patients to select the kind of care and treatment they receive. The imperious attitude of 
the medical mandarins is exemplified by an exchange in which Dr. Binzel inquired about the use 
of Laetrile with a representative of the Ohio Medical Association. To all of the author's inquiries, 
the official mindlessly repeated the phrase, "Laetrile is illegal," but then, when forthrightly 
challenged, at last confessed that there is no statute in Ohio making that alternative cancer 
treatment illegal. That encounter was only the first of many obstacles overcome by Dr. Binzel. 
Readers familiar with the methods of totalitarian states will instantly recognize the grim modus 
operandi described here. And while lesser men would have caved in to these bulldozer tactics, 
the author confronted them directly, and won. 

The second theme of Alive and Well, interwoven with the first, is the story of Dr. Binzel's 
astonishing 20-year record in treating cancer patients with strict nutritional therapy, in concert 
with a regimen of Laetrile. How great is his success? In his book, Dr. Binzel reports that for 
patients with primary cancer, 87.3 percent of those he treated are still alive, and of those with the 
much more serious metastatic cancer, 70.4 percent remain alive. Compare this with statistics 
from the American Cancer Society: Using "conventional" treatment, the primary cancer survival 
rate for five years is only 15 percent, while that for patients with metastatic cancer is a minuscule 
.01 percent. No wonder the partisans of debilitating and expensive radiation and chemotherapy 
have sought to silence men like Dr. Binzel and subject them to all manner of harassment and 
professional sanction. 

In addition, this book presents several individual case histories in which the author 
successfully treated cancer, sometimes after other practitioners had surrendered unconditionally, 
giving up all hope. Of special interest to readers also are details of the doctor's total nutritional 
program, published in chapter 11, which includes a list of foods essential for optimum health, 
along with those that he believes should be avoided. 

To sustain and protect life has been, historically speaking, the primary mission of medical 
doctors, a mission epitomized by the ancient and famed Oath of Hippocrates taken by Students 
upon receiving their medical degrees. In recent decades we have witnessed large numbers of 
practitioners of the medical arts turning their backs on this sacred oath and, in pursuit of 
enrichment, using their skills to dispense death, rather than preserve life. How refreshing, then, 
to read this book and renew thereby some measure of our faith in the fundamental integrity of 
this venerable profession. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 
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The Worldwatchers 

ITEM: Despite strong evidence that the bombing in Oklahoma City, as well as a gas attack in 
Japan, were the work of domestic terrorists, Jessica Mathews, a senior fellow at the Council on 
Foreign Relations, contends that those examples do not lessen "our continuing vulnerability to 
the rising wave of international crime." Writing in the April 24th Washington Post, Mathews 
argues that crime is now "globalized," and warns: "Globalized crime is a profound challenge to 
national sovereignty. Citizens expect governments, above all, to provide security over their 
territories. Yet this is a security threat that neither of the traditional means, military force and 
national police, can meet. Controlling it will require both an extremely difficult pooling of 
sovereignty across borders and an unprecedented degree of cooperation between governments 
and the private sector." 

CORRECTION: Yes, there are heinous crimes being committed throughout the world, but 
this assuredly should not lead to the submerging of U.S. rights and responsibilities beneath some 
sort of world police force, under the euphemism of "international cooperation." Mathews is not 
talking simply about such matters as improved extradition techniques, but about the weakening 
of national sovereignty. Among the moves she apparently endorses is the setting up of a 
"Europe-wide police intelligence agency." 

The FBI, as part of its new emphasis on internationalism, not long ago opened an office 
in Moscow, one of two dozen such FBI outposts now found in other countries. Reportedly Drug 
Enforcement Administration personnel can now be found in 50 countries; Customs, 25; IRS, 17; 
and Justice, 19. International crime is, of course, not new. But, reported the New York Times on 
April 17th, it "is increasingly being redefined as a national security issue at a time when there are 
threats to the stability of governments in the former Eastern bloc, of civilian populations in Japan 
and of national economies in the Andean nations. As a result, Government officials say the 
Clinton Administration is redirecting the manpower and resources of law-enforcement and 
related agencies to confront international crime as never before." 

Who, though, are to be our partners in law enforcement? In Moscow, there is much 
evidence that organized crime figures are tied to the highest levels of government. Portions of a 
recent CIA report, published in the Washington Times, concluded that there are "links of many 
senior officials to major crime groups," which lead to lawlessness in Russia. 

The "former" KGB, which was with great fanfare split into two branches by Boris 
Yeltsin, has subsequently been reunited under the guise of fighting organized crime -- with the 
domestic security service and the foreign counterintelligence service being merged and renamed 
the Federal Security Service. 

Concerning crime financing, which Mathews claims is "largely beyond the reach of 
governments' control," in Russia, the chief of the Most Bank's security is a former KGB first 
deputy named Filipp Bobkov; this bank among others, alleges the CIA analysis, is "linked to 
organized crime" and is one of 25 such banks "associated with illicit financial activity." This 
should not be dismissed as an isolated opinion by a rival intelligence organization: Michael 
Waller, vice president of the American Foreign Policy Council and author of Secret Empire: 
The KGB in Russia Today, has written on the ties and activities of organized crime, Russian 
secret services, and corrupt officials in the Yeltsin regime. Such campaigns, which he describes 
in detail, include killing critics of the government and members of their families. 

That crime might be used as a pretext for power-grabbing shouldn't be a surprise. In the 
very issue of the Washington Post in which Jessica Mathews' harangue is found, the main 
frontpage story is headlined, "Clinton Lashes out at Terrorists, Seeks Expanded Powers." 
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Syndicated columnist Samuel Francis has asked an appropriate question: "If the United 
States can give itself 'jurisdiction' over crimes committed in other people's countries, why can't 
other countries give their cops jurisdiction in ours'?" Francis concludes: "The federal 
government's decision to enlist in the New World war on crime is not only an unwarranted and 
unnecessary intrusion into other peoples' countries and a further erosion of our national 
sovereignty, but also a potential seed bed for the growth of a global police state that will ignore 
and step on the constitutional rights of Americans." 

"Family" Farm Subsidies 

ITEM: The April 26th New York Times, reporting on President Clinton's recent visit to Iowa, 
noted that the President "promised to defend Federal farm subsidies from Republican budget 
cuts as a way of sowing good will." Declared Mr. Clinton: "I don't believe that we ought to 
destroy the farm support program if we want to keep the family farm." 

CORRECTION: It is probable that most farmers would actually do better if the absurd and 
unconstitutional current federal system were dropped. A recent Heritage Foundation study 
predicted that a complete phaseout of support programs by the year 2001 would increase farm 
income by $14 billion while reducing the federal budget by $27 billion. 

Notwithstanding the "Grant Wood" image of American farmers that the President was 
trying to paint, needy farmers are not the typical beneficiaries of support programs. Stephen 
Moore, in his cogent Government: America's #1 Growth Industry, recently published by the 
Institute for Policy Innovation in Lewisville, Texas, points out that 70 percent of farm subsidies 
go to families making more than $50,000 annually; 40 percent is given to those who take in over 
$100,000 a year. More than 85 percent of farm subsidies, Moore emphasizes, go to farmers with 
a net worth of nearly half a million dollars. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE Every Vote 
Counts 


John F. McManus 


On April 28th Republican Edward Munster abandoned his effort to force a new election 
in the contest for the House seat in Connecticut's second congressional district. With his voice 
cracking, he cited the emotional toll the five-month post-election bid had taken on himself and 
his family. 

When the votes were counted on election day last November 8th, seven-term incumbent 
Sam Gejdenson was declared the winner over Munster by a mere two votes out of the 186,000 
cast. Seven days after the election, a preliminary recount indicated that Gejdenson's margin of 
victory had doubled -- to four votes, hardly a clear victory. Both candidates then asked the 
Connecticut Supreme Court to conduct a recount. Munster charged that there were 
inconsistencies related to the counting of absentee ballots, while Gejdenson claimed that the 
number of votes tallied on election day in the community of Norwich did not match the number 
reported during the recount. 

Finally, after the state's Supreme Court conducted a review, Gejdenson was declared the 
winner by a whopping 21 votes. Which means that the margin was less than one vote in each of 
the district's 54 cities and towns. 

The ultimate judge in a congressional race is Congress itself. Article I, Section 5 of the 
U.S. Constitution reads: "Each House shall be the judge of the elections, returns and 
qualifications of its own members...." Should Congress suspect irregularities, it can conduct its 
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own investigation and choose the winner -- or no winner. On occasion, Congress has used this 
power. In 1984, Republican challenger Richard McIntyre was proclaimed the election night 
victor over incumbent Democrat Frank McCloskey in Indiana's eighth congressional district. A 
recount confirmed his victory by 34 votes. But the Democrats in Congress, led by 
then-Representative Leon Panetta, overturned the Indiana result and declared McCloskey the 
winner by a margin of four votes. (McCloskey was finally defeated in the 1994 election.) 

It would seem that Democrats know how to take care of their own. Attorney Ben 
Ginsberg, a Washington lawyer representing Edward Munster on behalf of the Republican 
National Committee, was quoted in the New York Times as saying: "The Democrats stole the 
election in 1984 in Indiana [but] the Republicans will act fairly." The Republicans, now the 
holders of a clear majority in the House, could have done what the Democrats apparently did in 
1984. Or, because there were irregularities regarding the count in the Connecticut race, they 
simply could have refused to seat either candidate and told Connecticut to hold a new election. 

But Sam Gejdenson has powerful allies in his corner who can use their influence in a 
situation such as this. As a member of the prestigious Council on Foreign Relations, he is able to 
rub shoulders with its members. These include Bill Clinton, a dozen other House members, an 
equal number of U.S. senators, heavyweights from practically all elements of the mass media, 
and even three members of the U.S. Supreme Court. 

One of the CFR's members is none other than Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich. If 
any challenge of the Connecticut election were to come from Congress, it would arise at the 
direction of this powerful Georgia Republican. But would Gingrich use his clout against fellow 
CFR member Gejdenson? As it turned out, he didn't. And a chance to unseat the Democrat, a 
proven liberal supporter of big government and internationalism at the expense of U.S. 
sovereignty, went begging. 

Gejdenson's voting record is an incredible affront to the Constitution and to everything it 
stands for. In 1994 he voted for (unconstitutional) foreign aid for Russia even while Yeltsin's 
troops were savaging Chechnya. He also voted to place U.S. troops under UN command, fund 
the pornography-dispensing National Endowment for the Arts, give most favored nation trade 
status to Communist China, increase deficit spending, and give additional unconstitutional 
funding of programs in the fields of education, agriculture, housing, and foreign aid. 

It is hard to believe that slightly more than half of Connecticut's voters support 
Gejdenson's platform. Yet he has represented the eastern Connecticut district for 14 years. In 
1994, the voters came within a whisker of retiring him. Voter apathy can't be blamed when 
186,000 went to the polls; it has to be a lack of awareness of what Gejdenson really stands for. 

If only one voter in less than half of the district's 54 polling units had chosen the 
challenger instead of the incumbent, the result would have been different and the Council on 
Foreign Relations would have one less subverter of this nation carrying its ball in the House. A 
switch of a mere dozen votes would have produced a 24-vote swing and assured victory for 
Munster. 

No one should ever hold that his vote doesn't count. Let us hope that by 1996 the voters 
in Connecticut and everywhere else in this threatened nation will have a better grasp of what 
their representative is doing. And let's also hope that voters take their awareness to the polls on 
election day. 
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